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Diversity and Inclusion training is often used in organizations to engage with the 
increasing demographic diversity in the United States.  However, many organizations 
continue to base their trainings and initiatives on a paradigm which was primarily 
motivated to prevent litigation, rather than to ensure economic opportunity for all.  Over 
time, such Diversity efforts failed in many documented instances to ensure such 
opportunities and in fact, created a host of unwanted side-effects, such as employee 
turnover, job dissatisfaction, and misconceptions regarding the soundness of Diversity 
and Inclusion efforts.  
However, a number of organizations have undertaken Diversity and Inclusion 
efforts in earnest.  It is in one of these organizations that this paper examines two sites to 
answer the following: how do members of organizations which state commitment to 
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diversity and inclusion handle conflict after having received diversity and inclusion 
training?   
This paper traces the development of Diversity and Inclusion through its earliest 
antecedents to the present day in order to understand one organization's answers to that 
question.  This paper further argues that antecedents to contemporary Diversity and 
Inclusion models were based on faulty assumptions, bad faith, and did not receive the 
necessary institutional support--particularly from leadership--necessary to succeed.  Not 
only do Diversity and Inclusion practices work to minimize prejudice, minimize 
destructive conflict/create opportunities for productive conflict, it works to break free of 
the zero-sum thinking of the Black/White Binary Paradigm of race (and other dominant 
discourses), and supports the Business Case for Diversity.  This study has found that for 
the participants interviewed, when Diversity and Inclusion efforts are successful, conflict 
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In the wake of the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (otherwise known as 
Title VII), American businesses began to implement training and initiatives in 
preparation for an integrated workforce (Anand & Winters, 2008; Bezrukova, Jehn, & 
Spell, 2012).  Though compliance with the law is a strong foundation for creating and 
sustaining systemic change, diversity scholarship strongly suggests that compliance with 
the law is not enough.  One reason being that compliance with the law does not 
necessarily address underlying attitudes held by individuals.  At the time of writing, deep 
divisions along the lines of gender, ethnicity, race, and class in American society have 
been evident in contemporary events.  In recent years, these divisions have sparked the 
emergence of activist movements such as Occupy Wall Street and Black Lives Matter.  It 
would appear that in the wake of the 2016 election of President Trump, the divisions in 
American society are growing deeper and more public.      
The U.S. is undoubtedly a diverse country, but as is increasingly obvious, it is not 
a united one.  For example, a Pew Research survey of registered voters conducted in 
March of 2016, found that in response to the question, “Compared with 50 years ago, life 
in America for people like you is . . .” 54% of white voters answered “worse” while 58% 
of black voters answered “better” (2016, p. 22).  Interestingly, the same survey found that 
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in general, the voting public views diversity as having a positive impact on the U.S. as a 
place to live (Pew Research Center, 2016, p. 29).  If it can be assumed that this view of 
diversity is generally common, then it could also reasonably be assumed that 
neighborhoods and municipalities are more integrated today than in the past.  However, 
according to Kramer & Hogue, “segregation has decreased moderately” since 1970 
(2009, p. 179).  Nevertheless, the country has become more diverse and as a result the 
pool of potential employees has become more diverse as well.  In response, organizations 
have turned to diversity and inclusion training and initiatives to address the demographic 
differences of their constituent members in an effort to minimize or mitigate conflict in 
the workplace, reduce turnover, and to best capitalize on differences in experience and 
perspective (Menendez, 2014). 
Conflict is a given in organizational life just as it is in social life, and given that 
conflict often arises from difference, it is easy to see why organizations have an interest 
in managing or resolving conflict between diverse individuals and groups.  Diversity 
initiatives of many kinds are common in U.S. organizations.  Examples of such initiatives 
include transparency in hiring practices, creating scholarships or partnerships with 
universities in the interest of recruiting underrepresented minority group members, 
diversity days, offering ESL classes, offering classes on cultural sensitivity, and using 
suppliers that are also committed to diversity and inclusion.  Among those efforts, 
organizations also use diversity training; according to Harvard Business Review, “ nearly 
half of midsize companies use it, as do nearly all the Fortune 500 (Dobbin & Kalev, 
2016, p. 3).”  Diversity and inclusion training is often implemented to raise awareness of 
the experiences of members of non-dominant groups (Anand & Winters, 2008; Kalev, 
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Dobbin, & Kelly, 2006).  It is also often implicit that such training will lead to better 
conflict management and conflict resolution within the organization, mitigating costly 
litigation among other negative outcomes (Dobbin & Kalev, 2016).  However, we are left 
with this question: in organizations that state a commitment to diversity and inclusion, 
how do people handle conflict after having received training related to diversity and 
inclusion? 
The Present Study: how do members of organizations which state commitment to 
diversity and inclusion handle conflict after having received diversity and inclusion 
training? 
Though there are still organizations that implement diversity and inclusion 
practices and training primarily in the interest of compliance with the law to avoid 
litigation, there are organizations that are deeply committed to diversity and inclusion.  
Positive business outcomes and positive effects on the societies that such organizations 
are embedded in are two possible reasons for such commitment.  Though these 
organizations are diverse in nature, it stands to reason that one commonality is that an 
interest in the efficacy of diversity and inclusion interventions, trainings, and practices 
exists.  Feedback is crucial to the further development and refinement of diversity and 
inclusion training as a remedy for inequality of all types within specific organizational 
contexts, but also for the development of the academic fields of diversity and conflict 
resolution.  Twelve years ago Kalev, Dobbin & Kelly argued that “Current prescriptions 
are not based in evidence (2006, p. 591).”  Ten years later, Dobbin and Kalev argued in 
The Harvard Business Review that “Despite a few new bells and whistles, courtesy of big 
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data, companies are basically doubling down on the same approaches they’ve used since 
the 1960s” (2016, p. 53).  The various literatures suggest that while there are links 
between academic theory and organizational practice, there may be ways to more closely 
bridge the two.    It is my hope that by studying cases where diversity and inclusion 
efforts are undertaken earnestly, more effective diversity and inclusion efforts can be 
implemented in the future.   
One of the underlying assumptions of diversity and inclusion training is a 
reduction in destructive conflict along the many lines of identity such as a race, gender, 
culture, or age.  If current models are in fact effective in these types of reduction or allow 
people to engage in conflict along those lines productively—and perhaps also allow those 
who engage in such conflict to value those differences—then understanding in greater 
detail how this occurs seems worthy of study.  If current models are not effective, then 
the “why” of that too, is worthy of understanding.  It may be that some models are 
effective in some contexts and not others and learning about how context affects efficacy 
would also be invaluable in the conception of the next generation of diversity and 









FROM EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY TO DIVERSITY 
 
 
Affirmative Action to Assimilation 
 “Diversity” in contemporary America has been something of a buzzword in both 
organizational settings and in society at large for the past few decades.  Often, “diversity” 
connotes “tolerance” of differences in culture, ethnicity, religion, sexual preference, and 
gender identity.  However, it has also become a word that may in fact activate bias 
(Bregman, 2012; Dobbin & Kalev, 2016) and connote division, even among those who 
claim “tolerance”.  In addition to activating bias, “diversity” efforts, initiatives, and in 
particular, interventions may be perceived as accusations of racism or even anti-White 
discrimination.  According to one person contacted in the process of conducting the 
research for this thesis, diversity efforts have been renamed “Organizational Equity and 
Inclusion” (OE&I) training due to negative reactions to the terms, “diversity training” 
and “diversity”.  All of these practices, though enacted to establish equal opportunity for 
all, have been seen by some as discriminatory in practice (Dobbin & Kalev, 2016; 
Legault, Gutsell, & Inzlicht, 2011; Pierce, 2003, p. 54).  It must be noted at that these 
feelings of anti-White discrimination are perceived by White people, but not by Black 
people (Norton & Sommers, 2011, p. 215).  
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 In response to the Civil Rights movement, the federal government enacted Title 
VII in 1964, building on President Kennedy’s Executive Order 10925, which mandated 
that federal contractors end discrimination by taking “affirmative action” (Kelly & 
Dobbin, 1998, p. 961).  Where Title VII made discriminatory hiring practices illegal, 
“Executive Orders 10925 and 11245 encouraged employers to take positive steps to end 
discrimination, including active programs to hire, train, and promote people from 
disadvantaged groups” (Kelly & Dobbin, 1998, p. 963).  These efforts are often referred 
to as Affirmative Action (AA).  In response to Title VII and AA, organizations became 
concerned with compliance, as violating the law could then result in costly litigation 
(Kelly & Dobbin, 1998, p. 964).   
This landmark legislation spawned an era of training [within organizations] in the 
late 1960s and 1970s, largely in response to the barrage of discrimination suits 
that were filed with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). If 
the EEOC or state agencies found “probable cause” for discrimination, one of the 
remedies was typically a court-ordered mandate for the organization to train all 
employees in antidiscriminatory behavior. (Anand & Winters, 2008, p. 357) 
 It should be noted that while programs to ensure compliance were quickly 
adopted, Executive Orders 10925 and 11245 failed to define compliance or even offer 
guidelines for establishing compliance.  Further, Title VII failed to define the concept of 
“discrimination” or establish the criteria constituting discrimination (Kelly & Dobbin, 
1998, pp. 963–964).   As Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) or AA enforcement 
could be initiated on probable cause of discrimination, “most training during this era was 
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primarily the imparting of knowledge with recitations on the law and company policies, a 
litany of do’s and don’ts and maybe a couple of case studies for the participants to ponder 
(Anand & Winters, 2008).”  To attempt compliance with the law and to minimize 
litigation, organizations enlisted EEO and AA specialists and consultants to design 
programs informing hiring and promotion practices that had transparency and 
justification for choices made in those areas by upper management (Kelly & Dobbin, 
1998).  In short, because the law was ambiguous, there was no clear and concrete way to 
ensure compliance and so organizations depended on EEO and AA specialists to create 
programs and even whole departments internally that would minimize chances of EEO 
inspections finding probable cause for discrimination.        
Though EEO and AA were created with the intention of correcting demographic 
imbalances in the workplace and, therefore, creating positive economic mobility in 
disadvantaged groups, diversity efforts were co-opted as management practices (Kelly & 
Dobbin, 1998).  This was due in part to political pressure, such as Reagan’s curbing of 
EEO and AA legislation through deregulation (Anand & Winters, 2008), which 
motivated EEO and AA compliance specialists to justify their positions within their 
respective organizations (Kelly & Dobbin, 1998).   
Individual specialists learned of new rationales from management consultants, 
management journals, professional networks, and business associations, and 
articulated these rationales when defending their programs to executives. It was 
thus that affirmative action offices and practices became diversity management 
departments and programs. (Kelly & Dobbin, 1998, p. 981) 
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In this context, trainers often approached diversity training and interventions from a 
“blame and shame” perspective that focused on compliance and mandatory diversity 
training or re-training, often emphasizing the threat of litigation (Anand & Winters, 2008; 
Bregman, 2012; Kelly & Dobbin, 1998; Roosevelt Thomas, 1990).   
The focus on compliance-based workplace training shifted in the 1980’s, as the 
deregulation of EEO and AA enforcement in the Reagan era lessened EEO and AA 
oversight and subsequently training programs (Anand & Winters, 2008; Kelly & Dobbin, 
1998).  By this time, the concept of “corporate culture” had entered the management 
lexicon.  As corporate cultures are populated by individuals from regional and national 
cultures, the norms of corporate culture reflect dominant regional and national norms.  In 
the 1980’s, there was an underlying assumption that individuals would conform to those 
dominant regional and national norms (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000).  In this case, that 
minorities and women would enter corporate cultures that were predominantly white and 
male and so needed to gain competency to function within such cultures.  That is, that 
minorities and women would need to assimilate.  This assimilationist model is still 
present in the field of diversity as we know it today (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000), which 
emerged in the late 1980’s with the release of Workforce 2000 (Anand & Winters, 2008).   
Workforce 2000 (a report on demographic trends that would shape the workforce 
in the last years of the 20th century) introduced to the general public the idea that the 
familiar homogeneity of the workplace was changing—that in the future white men 
would no longer be the dominant identity group in the workplace (Ghorashi & Sabelis, 
2013; Oswick & Noon, 2014; Paluck, 2006). “‘Workforce 2000’ created a major shift in 
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thinking about the future composition of the workforce and is credited with putting the 
term ‘workforce diversity’ into the business lexicon and creating an important rationale 
for the diversity industry (Anand & Winters, 2008, p. 358).”   
 With these shifts in the social and political context, training to address issues 
around workplace discrimination in regard to women and minorities went through 
numerous permutations. With deregulation, one major change outside of training, was 
that human resource departments (which in many cases had merged with, or were 
concurrently run by EEO/AA departments or positions) began implementing non-union 
systems for addressing a range of grievances including discrimination and sexual 
harassment before such complaints reached the courts (Kelly & Dobbin, 1998).  It could 
be argued that these non-union systems further entrenched dominant norms, reinforcing 
the assimilationist position.  In addition to grievance systems, a range of other types of 
diversity programs have been introduced (Jansen, Otten, & van der Zee, 2015)—the most 
common types (including AA plans) being “diversity committees and taskforces, 
diversity managers, diversity training, diversity evaluations for managers, networking 
programs, and mentoring programs” (Kalev et al., 2006, p. 590).  Though deregulation 
also meant that compliance was no longer of primary importance for organizations, many 
trainings, hiring, and promotion practices continued to be founded on the compliance-
based paradigm (Anand & Winters, 2008; Kelly & Dobbin, 1998).  However, despite the 





Multiculturalism & the Business Case 
[A]ffirmative action is an artificial, transitional intervention intended to give 
managers a chance to correct an imbalance, an injustice, a mistake. Once the 
numbers mistake has been corrected, I don’t think affirmative action alone can 
cope with the remaining long-term task of creating a work setting geared to the 
upward mobility of all kinds of people, including white males. It is difficult for 
affirmative action to influence upward mobility even in the short run, primarily 
because it is perceived to conflict with the meritocracy we favor. (Roosevelt 
Thomas, 1990, p. 6).   
 By 1990, numerous studies had shown that women and minorities were not 
reaching upper-level positions (Anand & Winters, 2008, p. 359).  Roosevelt Thomas is 
credited by some as paving the way for the next wave of thinking about diversity by 
moving the discussion from a legal and moral perspective to a business perspective 
(Anand & Winters, 2008, p. 359; Kelly & Dobbin, 1998, p. 973).  In Roosevelt Thomas’ 
view, the paradigm of diversity had to pivot from compliance to business survival  in 
order to effectively realize the goals implicit in EEO and AA legislation (Anand & 
Winters, 2008; 1990).  Once diverse individuals were hired, several questions remained: 
how can organizations capitalize on the differences between individuals?  How those 
individuals might demonstrate their value within their professional roles?  How might 
they advance on their own merits?  Roosevelt Thomas expressed the approach to 
answering these questions as “managing diversity” (Anand & Winters, 2008; Roosevelt 
Thomas, 1990), others as “multiculturalism” (Kelly & Dobbin, 1998), “the business case 
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for diversity” (Herring, 2009; Robinson, Pfeffer, & Buccigrossi, 2003), the “integration-
and-learning perspective on diversity” (Ely & Thomas, 2001), and “the learning-and-
effectiveness paradigm” (Shore et al., 2011).  In Roosevelt Thomas’ words, the business 
case for diversity means “getting from employees, first, everything we have a right to 
expect, and, second – if we do it well – everything they have to give (1990, p. 10).”     
By emphasizing the “business case” for diversity, Roosevelt Thomas addressed 
one of the outcomes of early EEO/AA training, namely that “the training did not resonate 
well with the dominant group [because] the content made little connection to how the 
recommended changes in behavior would improve business results (Anand & Winters, 
2008, p. 357).”  For those on the receiving end of training, it was typical to first be 
introduced to the compliance rationales that were the basis of EEO/AA before moving on 
to the “valuing and respecting differences” rationale that was the basis of diversity 
management.  At the time, training length was widely variable, lasting anywhere from an 
hour to four hours a day and typically, were done once per group of employees, though 
some implemented “refresher courses” (Anand & Winters, 2008).  “This served to 
confuse learners, who mostly left this type of training believing that diversity was nothing 
more than a new euphemism for affirmative action” (Anand & Winters, 2008, p. 359).  
Further, while training was a platform for organizations to take action against 
discrimination, some researchers found that training modified employee behavior no 





Diversity and Inclusion Training 
Ferdman and Brody cite three general categories of motivators for diversity and 
inclusion training: the moral imperative, legal and social pressures, and business success 
and competitiveness (1996, p. 284).  Consideration of such motivators is important as 
intention may inform execution; when training is implemented as a reactive measure, as 
is the case when motivated by legal and social pressures (Ferdman & Brody, 1996), the 
focus then rests on compliance with the law or in line with social norms and mores.  
While it may be that in medicine, “an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of the cure”, 
in diversity and inclusion training this tends to be expressed as informing and educating 
individuals on what not to do (Ferdman & Brody, 1996).  Such trainings tend to further 
be motivated by the wish to avoid costly litigation, which then may carry over into 
training—perhaps implicitly—that the cost of discriminating against others is that the 
organization will pay the price (Dobbin & Kalev, 2016).  This is an inherently negative 
message and works to assign guilt or blame—neither of which are generally associated 
with the idea of inclusion in relation to diversity or otherwise.   
Whatever the motivation may be for a particular intervention through training in a 
given organizational context, the underlying goal is to modify behavior.  In Dale 
Carnegie’s How to Win Friends and Influence People he relates an anecdote attributed to 
Ralph Waldo Emerson.  To paraphrase, Emerson wanted to move a calf indoors and was 
unsuccessfully attempting to do so by pushing the calf.  Upon seeing this, the housemaid 
approached the calf, allowing it to suckle on her finger as she gently led it inside 
(Carnegie, 1937).  The story (though perhaps apocryphal) illustrates something that will 
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ring true for many: motivating others by imposition of the will of another may often be 
less effective than motivating others by identifying what they want or need.   
Maslow’s oft cited hierarchy, as outlined in his paper A Theory of Human 
Motivation (1943) endures (though often with some modification) as a framework for 
understanding how motivation is based upon the satisfaction of needs.  Though the 
hierarchy is generally oriented toward the individual, it is also useful when considering 
the organization—particularly if one is to broadly consider the organization as an 
“organism” as Maslow makes reference to in his original paper (1943).  The hierarchy of 
needs (in its classical form) moves from the physiological to self-actualization, requiring 
each rung of needs to be met before moving to the next higher rung.  The logic here is 
that until the lower level of needs are met, one is not able to pay attention to the next 
higher level—when you are starving, for example, you will not have much attention to 
spare for self-realization needs.  Within this framework, one may see the bases for 
Ferdman and Brody’s motivators for diversity training.   
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Legal and social pressures (as motivators) may be seen as falling onto the 
hierarchical rungs of safety needs and then social needs (belonging) respectively, as legal 
pressures are threats to the well-being of the organization and as legally embattled 
organizations may be perceived as violating social norms , which could both be costly for 
a given organization.  Thus, the motivator may be seen as a reactive (Ferdman & Brody, 
1996) wish to avoid negative outcomes by preventing wrongdoing.  This however, is a 
negative frame that tends to result in strategies that emphasize punishment for individuals 
or organizations.     
Figure 1: Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs, Construction Conflict Management and 
Resolution, 1992, p. 40 
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The moral imperative as a motivator for diversity training however, falls on the 
highest rung of the hierarchy of needs: self-realization.  For this motivator to be effective, 
all other needs must first be met.  If this motivator is used in an organization where other 
needs have not been met, it is likely that it will not resonate with individuals as other 
needs would take priority.  The business success and competitiveness motivator on the 
other hand, falls on the rung of safety needs as generating income is a means to ensure 
survival, security, avoidance of pain, and allows for the seeking of comfort.  To 
successfully compete with other organizations (or out-compete them), businesses must be 
proactive rather than reactive.  In this positive framing, compliance is then a by-product 
of competition, rather than a goal.  If successful, the business success and 
competitiveness motivator then opens a path for the satisfaction of social needs.  If social 
needs and self-realization needs can be satisfied, the moral imperative can then be put 
into play as a motivator to continue successful diversity and inclusion efforts as part of an 
organization’s self-realization.   
That said, this does not at all excuse leadership from making ethical choices until 
the bottom line is taken care of.  To set the stage for the business success and 
competitiveness motivator—as a safety need—first, physiological needs must be 
satisfied.  In other words, for business success and competitiveness to be possible, it 
behooves employers to ensure in no uncertain terms that realistic compensation is 
afforded to employees at all levels such that their physiological and biological well-being 
is a given.  In the absence of this surety, the sustainability of “the bottom line” is at best 
tenuous as employee turnover—a cost “as high as 200-250 percent of annual pay” 
(Nishii, 2013, p. 1768)—is likely.    
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Conflict Management and Resolution 
In order for diversity training of any stripe to succeed, addressing conflict that 
may arise due to individual differences is necessary.  In general linguistic terms, in 
English the word “conflict” has any number of negative associations and is often 
conflated with competition (Deutsch, 1969)—in particular, competition for limited 
resources, which results in zero-sum thinking and behaviors (Nadler, 2004; Pruit & Kim, 
2004).  Rahim offers the following definition of conflict: “Conflict is defined as an 
interactive process manifested in incompatibility, disagreement, or difference within or 
between social entities (i.e., individual, group, organization, etc.)” (1992, p. 370).  While 
one of the concerns in relation to demographic diversity within societies and within 
organizations is that of greater chances of conflict (Herring, 2009), it must be noted that 
conflict may also be constructive, productive, and generative (Deutsch, 1969).   
The value of competency in conflict management and conflict resolution is that 
these skills may be applied across differences of any salient social category, as the aim is 
to address the underlying causes of conflict rather than the differences.  Additionally, 
productive or successfully managed conflict can contribute to trust, which is crucial to the 
success of the achievement of common goals among interdependent actors, as in an 
organization (Brewer, 1991; Leonardelli, Pickett, & Brewer, 2010; Nadler, 2004; Nishii, 
2013; Pruit & Kim, 2004; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).  This resiliency is generative as it may 
allow those interdependent actors to find ways of satisfying individual and group needs.  
To draw an analogy, conflict competency is aimed at treating the disease rather than the 
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symptoms.  To effectively address conflicts arising from heterogeneity, those 
differences—perceived or otherwise—must be made sense of.   
If conflict can be managed as part of day-to-day operations, then the diverse 
perspectives of diverse individuals and their approaches to task completion can be 
incorporated into better understanding the achievement of goals, such as product 
development and problem solving.  Productive conflict can lead to innovation and 
therefore, an increase in organizational competitiveness (Nishii, 2013, p. 1756).  When 
conflict is productive, rather than destructive, job satisfaction may actually increase 
(Nishii, 2013, p. 1755) rather than decrease as actors can “work things out” and reclarify 
perspectives, roles, and approaches to work rather than leading to destructive conflict 
(Ely & Thomas, 2001, p. 257).  This may also yield the effect of reducing turnover as 
unit-level satisfaction is a predictor of turnover (Nishii, 2013, p. 1755).   
As the academic field of Conflict Resolution is still emerging, the literature draws 
from many more established fields of academic study, such as social psychology, 
sociology, anthropology, and law to name but a few.  Because conflict is so deeply and 
fundamentally entwined within the human experience and due to the qualitative nature of 
this research, it would not make sense to present the relevant conflict resolution theories 
in a standalone section.  To successfully account for how conflict is handled by 
individuals after having received diversity and inclusion training, I have found it 






FROM DIVERSITY TO INCLUSION 
 
 
Dominant Types of Diversity  
 As of 2008, the most widely used types of diversity initiatives in organizations 
were “colorblindness” and “multiculturalism” (Meeussen, Otten, & Phalet, 2014), with 
some researchers finding colorblindness to be the dominant approach in American 
organizations (Stevens, Plaut, & Sanchez-Burks, 2008).  “Assimilation” is another widely 
used approach to diversity, though in my view this is a subtype of “colorblindness” as I 
will explain in this section.  “Multiculturalism explicitly recognizes cultural differences 
and considers them as a strength and an added value. In contrast, colorblindness 
foregrounds equality between all people by focusing on similarities and individual merit 
while ignoring cultural differences (Meeussen et al., 2014, p. 630).”  This focus on merit 
and individualism as cultural values is intrinsic to the warp and the weft of the American 
narrative (Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002).   
 Colorblindness 
Colorblindness, as a concept, is often expressed in the statement “I don’t see 
race”.  At first glance, this statement seems to suggest that the individual making the 
statement sees people for who they are, rather than through the lens of racial, ethnic, 
cultural, or gendered stereotypes.  Interestingly, however, the claim of colorblindness has 
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been found to be “associated with a greater level of prejudice both unconscious/implicit 
and conscious/explicit, and is also used as a justification for inequality” (Sorensen, 
Nagda, Gurin, & Maxwell, 2009, p. 15).  Studies have shown that this perspective may 
lead people to believe that they have transcended bias, or are not racist (DiAngelo, 2010; 
Meeussen et al., 2014).  Further, it may also prevent people from understanding how they 
have personally benefitted from existing power structures.  The statement, “I don’t see 
race” has been held up as an example of what has been called “The Discourse of 
Individualism”, a term attributed to Jane Flax’ 1998 book, The American Dream in Black 
and White: The Clarence Thomas Hearings (DiAngelo, 2010).   
To understand the impact of the Discourse of Individualism, “discourse” must 
first be defined.  “Discourse” is intended to be understood in the Foucauldian sense: 
“discourses are about what can be said and thought, but also about who can speak, when, 
and with what authority. They embody meaning and social relationships, they constitute 
both subjectivity and power relations” (Pitsoe & Letseka, 2013, p. 24).  In other words, 
“Discourse refers to very specific patterns of language that tell us something about the 
person speaking the language, the culture that that person is part of, the network of 
social institutions that the person [is] caught up in, and even frequently the most basic 
assumptions that the person holds” (Whisnant, 2012, pp. 4–5, emphasis in original).   
The dominant discourses appear “natural,” denying their own partiality and 
gaining their authority by appealing to common sense. These discourses, which 
support and perpetuate existing power relations, tend to constitute the subjectivity 
of most people most of the time (in a given place and time). (Gavey, 1989, p. 464) 
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 The U.S. undeniably holds individualism as a cultural value and certainly, this 
value underlies the subjectivity of the individuals who comprise that culture.  
The Discourse of Individualism posits race as irrelevant. In fact, claiming that 
race is relevant to one’s life chances is seen as limiting one’s ability to stand on 
one’s own; standing on one’s own is both the assumption and the goal of 
Individualism. Because it obscures how social positioning impacts opportunity, 
the Discourse of Individualism is a dominant discourse that functions 
ideologically to reinforce and reproduce relations of unequal power. (DiAngelo, 
2010, p. 5) 
  “Although a colorblind ideology may appeal to nonminorities, this approach to 
diversity also may alienate minority employees and allow a culture of racism to develop 
(Stevens et al., 2008, p. 120).”  As colorblindness and the Discourse of Individualism 
reproduce and reinforce inequality, a framework for diversity management, practices, 
programs, initiatives, and training created on the basis of colorblindness can in fact serve 
to further exclude and marginalize individuals who do not belong to the dominant group.   
Certainly many whites do not feel in control of the power structure, but people of 
color see that even outside the board rooms and the political elite, whites are 
primarily in control of the clubs, the leagues, and other social organizations. 
Moreover, people of color who experience the exclusion from those institutions 
see whites as responsible for the exclusion. (Ong Hing, 1993, p. 900) 
It can further be argued that both colorblindness and the Discourse of Individualism are 
then manifestations of structural inequality, which can be defined as “attributing an 
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unequal status to a category of people in relation to one or more other categories of 
people, a relationship that is perpetuated and reinforced by a confluence of unequal 
relations in roles, functions, decision rights, and opportunities (Dani & de Haan, 2008, p. 
3).”  I offer up an observation made by Peggy McIntosh: “Most talk by whites about 
equal opportunity seems to me now to be about equal opportunity to try to get into a 
position of dominance while denying that systems of dominance exist (McIntosh, 1988).”   
The differences ignored by colorblindness and the inequalities in power dynamics 
reinforced and reproduced by the Discourse of Individualism are rooted in the idea that 
“The legitimacy of our institutions [such as organizations] depends upon the concept that 
all citizens are equal” (DiAngelo, 2010).  I would argue that McIntosh’s assertion that 
“[W]hites are taught to think of their lives as morally neutral, normative, and average, 
and also ideal” (1988), further supports the concept of “legitimacy” offered by DiAngelo.  
Though the individuals hired for positions within organizations may in fact be chosen on 
merit and not at all because of their identity differences, focusing solely on merit at the 
expense of those identity differences can create conditions that may well develop into 
conflict between non-dominant and dominant group members—precisely what diversity 
efforts aim to curb.   
“A colorblind perspective does not reliably indicate a prejudicial organizational 
stance but rather, may reflect an attempt by the organization to frame their diversity 
practices using an ideology that has traditionally appealed to nonminority groups 
(Stevens et al., 2008, p. 120).”  As Thomas (1990, p. 6) pointed out, AA efforts may have 
been difficult to accept by dominant groups as AA is seemingly at odds with the 
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meritocratic values that are central to American cultural values.  Because diversity efforts 
are descended from AA efforts, it is no surprise that diversity efforts suffer similarly.  
This cultural value on merit, while generally seen in a positive light in the U.S., has 
sometimes manifested negatively as in the Discourse of Individualism.  The idiom, “to 
pull oneself up by one’s bootstraps” is often used to connote self-reliant success—a 
central feature in the American narrative.   
In practice however, while this self-reliance is in some contexts a thing to be 
admired, this ethos does not easily lend itself to empathy, or to building the capacity to 
entertain or explore perspectives other than one’s own.  Further, “individualism promotes 
a decontextualized, as opposed to a situation-specific, reasoning style, one that assumes 
social information is not bound to social context” (Oyserman et al., 2002).  If social 
information is not bound to social context, then it follows that any advantages or 
disadvantages held by an individual that one is in conversation with are not attributable to 
structural forces, but are personal triumphs or personal failures.  By attempting to frame 
diversity efforts in ways that appeal to nonminority groups, the effect may inadvertently 
be the perpetuation of dominant discourse normalization.     
White people in North America live in a social environment that protects and 
insulates them from race-based stress. This insulated environment of racial 
protection builds white expectations for racial comfort while at the same time 
lowering the ability to tolerate racial stress, leading to what I refer to as White 
Fragility. White Fragility is a state in which even a minimum amount of racial 
stress becomes intolerable, triggering a range of defensive moves. These moves 
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include the outward display of emotions such as anger, fear, and guilt, and 
behaviors such as argumentation, silence, and leaving the stress-inducing 
situation. These behaviors, in turn, function to reinstate white racial equilibrium. 
(DiAngelo, 2011, p. 54) 
These expectations of “racial comfort” and low tolerance for racial stress are, I argue, 
motivators that continue to reproduce the Discourse of Individualism and the rationale 
behind colorblindness.  If colorblindness can be construed as White Fragility’s answer to 
diversity, then its utility as a diversity approach may be extremely limited and even 
deleterious to serious diversity efforts, as numerous studies suggest.    Certainly, if 
difference cannot be engaged with, then any conflicts arising from difference can be 
dismissed as illegitimate, irrelevant, and not worth finding resolutions for.  In this case, 
diversity efforts become mere compliance measures to avoid litigation, which is to say, a 
loss of profit.  While it is imperative that diversity efforts appeal to all those involved, 
racial comfort for the dominant group at the expense of others is likely to cause diversity 
efforts to fail. 
The Fragility of the Black/White Binary 
 While the concept of White Fragility is discomfiting, I would argue that the 
Black/White Binary Paradigm of race (Perea, 1997) in America is as problematic a 
dominant discourse and far less acknowledged and recognized.  This is particularly 
problematic as equality is considered to be a pillar of American culture.  I would go so far 
to say that Title VII and AA were crafted primarily around this discourse and so the 
Black/White Binary is equally a manifestation of structural inequality (Perea, 1997; 
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Tamayo, 1995; Wu, 1995, 2002).  Contrary to public memory, the Civil Rights 
movement was most certainly not solely Dr. King fighting for the rights of African 
Americans.  The Black/White Binary is mentioned to emphasize that “diversity” is not a 
synonym, euphemism, or else a construction of figurative language meaning “White 
American and African American issues”.  In conceiving of difference or race as a binary 
(even subconsciously) the complexity of subgroup interaction is overly minimized, and 
flattened, glossing over inter-minority group discrimination (Perea, 1997).  I argue that 
not only does the phenomenon of White Fragility exist, but fragility in regard to race and 
ethnicity outside of the Black/White Binary as well.  “Recognition of these differences 
helps develop a respect for other cultures and sets the groundwork for a workable 
multiracial society. This groundwork can help us counter the human tendency to divide 
and distinguish in binary terms of superiority and inferiority (Ong Hing, 1993, p. 905, 
emphasis added).”   
The Black/White Binary in effect, sets further boundaries on who can be 
legitimately considered “real” Americans, playing into the implicit idea that European 
Americans are “really” American.  If one must acknowledge slavery, then African 
Americans are “real” Americans too.  People who are not White or African American are 
often referred to as “(other) people of color”—a term relative to the “real” races in 
America, which reinforces the Black/White Binary (Perea, 1997, p. 1219).  The 
Black/White Binary frames racial dynamics—and more broadly, the dynamics of 
difference in America—as a zero-sum game of black and white.  In doing so, relations 
between minority groups, and relations between other minority groups and the dominant 
groups, are often seen as less salient to discussions of race.  One often overlooked 
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example is that of conflict between Asian Americans (the so-called “model minority”) 
and African Americans.     
Asian Americans are encouraged to view African Americans, and programs for 
them, as threats to their own upward mobility. African Americans are led to see 
Asian Americans, many of whom are immigrants, as another group that has 
usurped what was meant for them. Indeed, Asian Americans frequently are 
imagined as the beneficiaries of special consideration, although they almost 
always are excluded from race-based college admissions and employment 
programs. 
[. . .] The perception of even assimilated Asian Americans as perpetual foreigners 
reveals how important race remains. To be a citizen, an Asian American must be 
thought of as an honorary white, someone who is not considered a minority.  (Wu, 
1995, p. 226) 
Perhaps the most salient and unfortunately, common manifestation of perpetual 
foreignness or identity denial—where individuals or groups are denied membership of 
important identity groups (Cheryan & Monin, 2005)—of not only Asian Americans, but 
Latino Americans, Middle-Eastern Americans, and even Native Americans might be the 
seemingly innocuous questions, “Where are you from? No, where are you really from?”  
In the words of Frank H. Wu, “People who know nothing about me have an expectation 
of ethnicity, as if I will give up my life story as an example of exotica (2002, p. 1).”   
A popular misconception is that Asian Americans (as well as professionals of 
color) do not experience the effects of discrimination and racial and economic 
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stratification. On the contrary, the few professionals of color who are successful 
in mainstream society often bear the burden of having white society treat them as 
ambassadors or representatives of their entire race. (Ong Hing, 1993, p. 900) 
If there is a hierarchy of “Americanness”—an inequality in who can legitimately share in 
or become part of that superordinate identity—not only along ethnic or racial lines, but as 
Ong Hing points out, along class lines, then according to Allport’s theory, optimal 
intergroup contact is unlikely (Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Pettigrew, 
Tropp, Wagner, & Christ, 2011).  Optimal intergroup contact is unlikely, because it is 
framed in zero-sum terms.   
Allport’s Intergroup Contact Theory (ICT) asserts that for positive or optimal 
intergroup contact “The situation must allow equal group status within the situation, 
common goals, inter-group cooperation, and authority support (Pettigrew, 1998, p. 80).”  
Key to Allport’s definition of optimal intergroup contact is equality, which clearly cannot 
exist in a contest of who is “really” a member of a superordinate group.  Some scholars 
even go so far as to state that among minority groups, “prejudices have prevented the 
formation of a multiracial civil rights coalition (Tamayo, 1995, p. 1).”  To understand 
why past approaches to diversity have failed to create the desired effects, it will be useful 
to understand the dynamics behind those failures. 
 In a pluralistic society where many groups co-exist, it might seem intuitive that 
minority groups might form such coalitions in an attempt to consolidate power, say for 
the purpose of increasing bargaining or political power, as a union does.  However, in the 
American context, this has as Tamayo notes, historically not been the case.  To 
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understand subgroup dynamics in plural societies such as the U.S., cross-cultural 
psychologist John Berry has developed a conceptual framework of acculturation 
strategies (1997, p. 10), which members of non-dominant groups use when attempting to 
live in a new or different cultural context.   
While acculturation might most often be associated with immigrant groups, in a 
society like the U.S., in which many cultures both from abroad and from within are 
present, I argue that acculturation is something that is broadly a part of American life.  
Americans commonly move to and settle in locales other than the region of their birth in 
the course of finding employment or attending institutions of higher education.  As a 
plural, or diverse society, both acculturation and interculturation are taking place in the 
U.S.  Acculturation can be described as “those phenomena which result when groups of 
individuals having different cultures come into continuous first-hand contact with 
subsequent changes in the original culture patterns of either or both groups” (Herskovits 
via Berry, 1997, p. 9).  In contrast, interculturation can be described as, “the set of 
processes by which individuals and groups interact when they identify themselves as 
culturally distinct” (Claret via Berry, 1997, p. 10).  Certainly, both “acculturation” and 
“interculturation” apply to individuals within organizations, which are commonly held to 
have distinct organizational cultures.   
Berry goes on to define four strategies of acculturation: Separation/Segregation 
(done willingly, it is separation and if not, segregation), Marginalization, Assimilation, 
and Integration (Berry, 1997, p. 9).  Figure 2 displays the four acculturation strategies 
outlined by Berry and their orientations along “Yes/No” axes of two issues, which are 
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framed as questions.  Issue 1 asks, “Is it considered to be of value to maintain one’s 
identity and characteristics?” while Issue 2 asks, “Is it considered to be of value to 
maintain relationships with larger society?” 
 In terms of segregation, the word in the American context is deeply laden with 
meaning in the cultural consciousness (stemming from the Jim Crow era) and has 
indelibly shaped American society.  Though Title VII and AA efforts were crafted with 
the intention of “righting the wrongs of occupational segregation”, and much of the 
institutional apparatus of segregation has been dismantled, “the structure of segregation 
and its consequences have remained relatively intact over time (Williams, 1999, p. 178)”.   
An example of these enduring structures and consequences is that of housing segregation 
(Brief, Butz, & Deitch, 2005; Kramer & Hogue, 2009; Williams, 1999).   
Figure 2: Berry's Accumulation Strategies, 1997, p. 10 
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The U.S. has been home to numerous ethnic enclaves, both imposed and 
otherwise, historically and in the present (Bauer, Epstein, & Gang, 2005; Beckhusen, 
Florax, & Poot, 2012; Kramer & Hogue, 2009; Ong Hing, 1993; Padilla & Perez, 2003).  
Prominent examples include Native American reservations, Chinatowns, Irish 
neighborhoods, and “Little Italys”.  While it is true that some of the aforementioned 
examples in the present day may persist as willingly separate, often such enclaves were 
established due to housing discrimination and exclusionary laws resulting in de facto or 
de jure segregation, respectively (Kramer & Hogue, 2009; Matias, 2014; Ong Hing, 
1993).   
Given this understanding, it is clear that the conflation of the term “segregation” 
and solely African American struggle, is yet another example of the Black/White Binary 
and is in fact, problematic.  This common conflation excludes not only other people of 
color from the effects of segregation, but impoverished White people. However, in the 
context of ethnic enclaves, the experience of immigrants of color and their descendants 
differs greatly from that of European immigrants and their descendants.  Though 
European immigrants of course experienced discrimination and conflict in the past, their 
descendants and even their ethnic enclaves have largely (though not always) become part 
of the mainstream (Ong Hing, 1993)—which is to say, they have acculturated and 
become White though they may retain their ethnicity symbolically (Gans, 1979).  To put 
it another way, descendants of European immigrants and European ethnic enclaves may 
actually be able to escape the zero-sum dynamics that continue to negatively affect 
immigrants of color and certainly African Americans in regard to the formation of 
enclaves.        
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Segregation/Separation as an acculturation strategy is an important factor in 
considering diversity, as ethnic enclaves can deeply impact the employment and earnings  
of those that reside within them (Bauer et al., 2005; Beckhusen et al., 2012; Chiswick & 
Miller, 2005; Kramer & Hogue, 2009; Williams, 1999).  Of particular concern regarding 
immigrant enclaves, “Numerous empirical studies [. . .] have shown that ethnic 
neighborhoods have detrimental effects on the educational attainment of migrants” 
(Bauer et al., 2005, p. 650), including language proficiency—which could then create a 
negative feedback loop perpetuating detriment to educational attainment, and even health 
(Kramer & Hogue, 2009; Williams, 1999).   
In a study of immigrant language proficiency, Beckhausen et al., found that:  
[I]mmigrants with good English proficiency will choose to migrate to locations 
with relatively low concentrations of immigrants of similar ethnicity and 
language. If the size of the enclave is small, it enables immigrants to improve 
their English proficiency over time, which in turn affects their earnings and 
assimilation into the local population. On the other hand, immigrants with poor 
English proficiency will choose to migrate to locations with large networks of 
migrants of similar ethnicity and language. [. . .] We may conclude that large 
enclaves are a potential source for a "language trap"; they attract poor proficiency 
English. (Bauer et al., 2005, p. 660)  
“Not being connected to host country information networks when they arrive, 
immigrants have an incentive to create or “import” information networks through living 
in geographic concentrations with other new and longer term immigrants from the same 
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origin” (Chiswick & Miller, 2005, p. 3).  “Furthermore, given the diversity of ethnic 
enclaves that exist in the United States today, some ethnic group members do not 
necessarily experience a great press to assimilate” (Padilla & Perez, 2003, p. 40).  Padilla 
& Perez are quick to add an important twist to this assertion by giving an example from 
the work of Nguyen, Messe, & Stollack, (1999) who found that Vietnamese youth living 
in a majority white context experienced a great deal of psychological distress when 
assimilation was attempted, but not possible.  “To cope with the rejection from the 
majority culture, these youth identify even more with their Vietnamese background, 
which in turn results in greater discrimination from the majority group” (Padilla & Perez, 
2003, p. 40).   
 These outcomes have proved to be ammunition for politicians, particularly those 
who are opponents of increased immigration, who feel that “separatism by immigrants of 
color provides a reason for immigration restrictions” which in turn “provides a 
convenient forum for attacks on separatism by people of color generally” (Ong Hing, 
1993, p. 892).   
[T]he very existence and growth of separate ethnic communities decreases 
incentives [of antiseparatists] to integrate and threatens the viability of 
liberalism's solution to race relations. The end result is increased pressure for 
restrictive immigration laws directed at Asians, Latinos, and Haitians. In the 
process, the underlying basis and rationale for the strong separatist sentiment 
among immigrants of color, as well as African Americans and Native Americans, 
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goes unaddressed, and society's ability to progress on issues of race relations is 
hampered. (Ong Hing, 1993, p. 893) 
However, the existence of ethnic enclaves is not unilaterally negative.   
[A] body of evidence also suggests health-protective effects for blacks who live in 
racially homogenous ethnic enclaves, a phenomenon attributed to enhanced social 
support and ties. [. . .] increased clustering may provide social support and 
enhance political power for black communities [. . .] [which] can counter the 
negative effects of segregation on health outcomes. (Kramer & Hogue, 2009, p. 
183) 
While the above example explicitly names African Americans as beneficiaries of these 
effects, these dynamics are common to other prominent ethnic enclaves to “meet their 
economic, social, religious, educational, and political needs” (Ong Hing, 1993, p. 898). 
 The formation of ethnic enclaves may also be a positive occurrence in that it is 
thought to be prerequisite to Banks’ “Cultural Identity Clarification” where “individuals 
are able to clarify their personal attitudes and cultural identity and to develop clarified 
positive attitudes toward their cultural group” (Banks, 2004, p. 295).  “Like the family, 
the ethnic community often supports an individual's emotional, social, and political 
development, when that person would otherwise flounder in the mainstream” (Ong Hing, 
1993, p. 901).  In this protected environment, an individual or group may develop the 
capacity to participate in their within the dominant culture.  Banks argues that when 
immigrants develop the capacity to more fully participate not only in their own 
communities but in other cultural communities as well, then assimilation is possible.  
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Berry states that when acculturating individuals or groups no longer “wish to maintain 
their cultural identity and seek daily interaction with other cultures, the Assimilation 
acculturation strategy is defined (Berry, 1997, p. 9).”  Essentially, assimilation or 
becoming equal in a society is only possible on the part of acculturating individuals by 
choosing to give up (to one degree or another), their original cultural identity.  However, 
as illustrated by the example of the Vietnamese youths, the dominant culture must also 
allow or accept acculturating individuals or groups into the dominant group, allowing the 
groups to “melt” together. 
Berry notes that “when people choose to Assimilate, the notion of the Melting Pot 
may be appropriate; but when forced to do so, it becomes more like a Pressure Cooker 
(1997, p. 10).”  Where colorblind diversity efforts fall short is the assumption that 
individuals from minority groups are freely choosing to assimilate into the majority and 
that their assimilation is something that members of majority groups are receptive to.  
Outside of hiring committees, members of organizations—both from dominant and non-
dominant groups—may not have a say in the assimilation of non-dominant group hires.  
If minority group assimilation functions by “refocusing group loyalties from the 
subgroup level to the superordinate level” (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000, p. 145) and that 
refocusing is blocked in any way, assimilation is not possible.  In this context, according 
to Berry’s framework, individuals who were not able to assimilate will then attempt the 
Segregation/Separation acculturation strategy, or else be marginalized.  In organizations 
where colorblindness is company policy, tensions can turn a pressure cooker into a 
timebomb.   
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Even if assimilation is possible, “in this practice [. . .] diverse employees are 
discouraged from acting and thinking in the unique ways associated with their social 
categories, which does not allow them to utilize fully the viewpoints of their distinctive 
social group memberships” (Stevens et al., 2008, p. 120), thus negating much of the 
business case for diversity (Robinson et al., 2003).  In effect, assimilationist approaches 
require non-dominant individuals and groups to become reflexively colorblind.  As the 
group that non-dominant/majority individuals are trying to assimilate to is ostensibly the 
White group, this reinforces and perpetuates the Black/White Binary, particularly if 
Blackness is the deficit of Whiteness.  As aspirational as the ideal of colorblindness is—
that we are all fundamentally equal, regardless of identity—it is those cultural (sexual, 
class, gender, etc.) differences that are what make individuals unique and are why those 
differences cannot be ignored.  Further, in negating those differences and therefore 
negating the business case for diversity, AA/EEO practices become merely a conduit for 
reaffirming zero-sum thinking as competition for jobs becomes un-meritocratic and based 
solely on (through the colorblind/assimilationist lens) arbitrary social categorization 
aimed at blocking White people from getting jobs.   
Because the ability to work is necessary to fulfill basic needs such as shelter and 
well-being—which are in turn, necessary to fulfill before satisfying higher order needs 
(Maslow, 1943)—colorblindness and the Discourse of Individualism can further be 
construed as violence.  Structural violence theorists define violence as, “the avoidable 
disparity between the potential ability to fulfill basic needs and their actual fulfillment” 
(Ho, 2007).  In Galtung’s view, structural violence may also be expressed as social (and 
in practice, economic) injustice (1969)—the very thing that Title VII and AA enacted to 
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address.  How then, can those core American values—independence, individualism, and 
merit be harnessed positively for diversity efforts?    
If, as DiAngelo asserts, the legitimacy of American institutions depends upon our 
individual equality, and the dominant group in the U.S. is White, then the common 
assertion that “white people don’t have a race or a culture” can better be made sense of.  
Whiteness, as a social construction and the effect it has on the lives of both White and 
non-White people, is something that White people (as the dominant group) don’t have to 
think about (Frankenberg, 1988).  This structural or unearned advantage is often referred 
to as White Privilege (Braun, 2011; McIntosh, 1988).  By acknowledging white privilege, 
that privilege can then be addressed, or so it is thought.  However, in outlining the 
concept of White Fragility, DiAngelo asserts that “Whites have not had to build the 
cognitive or affective skills or develop the stamina that would allow for constructive 
engagement across racial divides” (2011, p. 57).  Using White Fragility as a lens to better 
understand barriers to diversity efforts and the perpetuation of unequal and inequitable 
power dynamics, White Privilege becomes more clearly defined as part of the structural 
inequalities that diversity efforts must realistically address to reach their stated goals.   
Therefore, to move past assimilationist approaches to diversity, White people 
must also be viewed as individuals with a culture, a race, an ethnicity, and as a distinct 
subgroup, and most certainly not as lacking culture or ethnicity, not as the ideal or status 
quo for humanity.  This view must be held not only by non-dominant groups, but as 
importantly, by dominant groups.  Additionally, it is clear that for any group in an 
individualistic society where relationships are considered “costly to maintain”, the 
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benefits must clearly and explicitly outweigh the costs for diversity efforts to succeed.  In 
effect, dominant discourses must change.   
Assimilationist approaches fail because they expect or require non-dominant 
groups to attempt to assimilate to the dominant group, who are expected to be receptive 
to that assimilation.  In the context of the Black/White Binary, this is not possible 
because any advancement for African Americans is seen as diminishing opportunities or 
resources for White people.  Because non-minority groups do not see themselves as part 
of the Black/White Binary, there is little incentive to form multiracial or multiethnic 
coalitions to increase well-being among non-dominant groups.  Further, it is the discourse 
of the Black/White Binary that informs the aspirations of acculturating groups such as 
ethnic enclaves as Whiteness is pervasively projected and reinforced as “normal”.  In 
other words, the Black/White Binary has both African Americans and other non-
dominant groups competing for the limited resource of Whiteness in the effort to become 
equal.  As jobs are part of the equation and Whites must compete for those same jobs, the 
Black/White Binary sets up a lack of incentive for White people to allow assimilation to 
occur.  Assuming that Allport’s hypothesis is correct, then optimal intergroup contact is 
unlikely under these conditions.  Conflict becomes more likely as intergroup contact is 
predicted to be suboptimal.         
Conflict Resolution and Multiculturalism 
In much the same way that colorblindness appeals to nonminority groups, 
multiculturalism tends to appeal to minority groups (Stevens et al., 2008).  As stated 
previously, multiculturalism (in contrast to colorblindness) explicitly accounts for the 
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differences between individuals and groups and frames those differences as strengths.  
This idea is also at the heart of the business case for diversity emphasized by Thomas 
(1990).  To better make sense of the multicultural approach, a greater understanding of 
what is meant by “identity” becomes necessary.   
In both the fields of conflict resolution and also diversity, the concepts of identity 
and the social-self are useful in understanding the behavior of individuals and groups.  
Tajfel & Turner’s Social Identity Theory (SIT) posits that the social-self is composed of a 
number of nested identities (for example, I am an ethnically Filipino man, 33 years old, 
an ESL teacher, and a graduate student at the University of Massachusetts Boston) and 
that even the perception of an out-group is enough to trigger in-group favoritism in a 
given situation (Tajfel & Turner, 1986, p. 13).  Tajfel & Turner further report that in-
group favoritism is triggered even when groups are non-overlapping, or in competition 
with one another (1986, pp. 13–14).  This can lead to preferential promotion or pay, for 
example.   
However, Sherif’s Realistic-Conflict Theory (RCT) notes that when 
interdependence is introduced to competing groups in the interest of achieving 
superordinate goals, manifestations of in-group favoritism may be reduced, or even 
disappear due to the formation of a superordinate identity (Nadler, 2004).  That said, not 
all superordinate identities are equal.  Ideally a superordinate identity values the social 
identities of its constituent members—which is to say, individual differences.  In the ideal 
form, individuals may develop more complex perceptions of others, even among other 
identity groups, which can mitigate in-group/out-group distinctions and “disconfirm 
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negative stereotypes of out-group members” (Nishii, 2013, pp. 1756–1757).  Such a 
superordinate identity is thought to be useful in breaking free of the Black/White Binary, 
the Discourse of Individualism, and even White Fragility.  Less ideal is a superordinate 
identity that ignores or even devalues those differences (as in a colorblind or 
assimilationist approach where conformity is expected), which could then lead to 
resentment and result in interpersonal conflict as individuals may feel that parts of 
themselves are not valid in the societal or organizational context, which can lead to strain 
and psychological disengagement from work (Nishii, 2013, p. 1757).  This less ideal 
form could then also reinforce the Discourse of Individualism, White Fragility, and the 
Black/White Binary.   
Building on SIT and RCT is Optimal Distinctiveness Theory (ODT) which 
addresses needs of assimilation and differentiation at the individual and group levels.  If a 
group identity is too inclusive, then individuals may be motivated to differentiate 
themselves in an effort to maintain a positive self-identity and self-esteem (Brewer, 1991; 
Leonardelli et al., 2010).  Though as noted previously in the example of the Vietnamese 
youths, this can sometimes result in marginalization.  As a positive counter-example, in 
an office with a conservative dress code, individuals might attempt to stand out by buying 
higher quality clothes, or interesting clothes that allow one to be seen as distinct from the 
others.  On the other hand, if a group identity is not inclusive enough, individuals might 
feel the need to conform to norms and behaviors of the dominant group in order to gain 
acceptance, as may be in the case of a lone woman working in an all-male office setting, 
who feels the need to modify her behavior to be seen as “one of the boys”.  This could be 
detrimental to the group if that woman were to suppress her perspective as a woman, as 
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problem-solving might take only male perspectives into account, and therefore not be in 
step with the needs of their hypothetical target market.  For individuals to feel secure 
enough to realize their full potential, it is necessary for people to trust that others will 
value individual differences and recognize them as relevant to achieving a superordinate 
goal.   
Allport’s Intergroup Contact Theory (ICT) and Pettigrew’s subsequent 
reformulation thereof (1998), is useful in understanding how such an optimal situation 
may arise.  The components of positive or optimal intergroup contact are: equal status 
within a given situation, commonality of goals, inter-group cooperation, authority 
support, and “friendship potential” (1998, p. 80).  While it is easy to dismiss Pettigrew’s 
reformulation as some kind of scholarly “kumbaya” it is in fact an attempt to address 
what Pettigrew saw as deficient in Allport’s hypothesis—namely that though the original 
four components as named by Allport predict the circumstances in which optimal group 
contact may be possible, it did not identify or outline the processes that might underpin 
Figure 3: Optimal distinctiveness theory: Opposing 
Process Model, from Leonardelli, Pickett & Brewer 
(2010), p. 67 
Table 1: Opposing drives and levels of self-presentation, from 
Leonardelli, Pickett, & Brewer (2010), p. 103 
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positive or optimal intergroup contact.  In Pettigrew’s view, the processes are: “learning 
about the outgroup, changing behavior, generating affective ties, and ingroup reappraisal. 
Inter-group friendship has strong positive effects, because it potentially entails all four 
processes” (1998, p. 80).   
In my view, ODT (see figures 3 & table 1, previous) provides a stronger 
theoretical framework in understanding the processes that could lead to positive 
intergroup contact than does SIT, as ODT includes as part of its framework ways in 
which individuals and groups may activate aspects of their social identity or self-
representation.  
[I]ndividuals might activate levels of self- representation that are, within a given 
social context, more successful at resolving the tension between the motivational 
poles that characterize that level of self-representation.  For example, if a person 
has not successfully managed to resolve the needs for autonomy and relatedness 
in his or her primary interpersonal relationships, this person might be more 
satisfied at defining the self at the collective level to the extent that there are 
collective identities in which the needs for inclusion and distinctiveness are being 
successfully met. (Leonardelli et al., 2010, p. 105) 
The motivational poles in question (defined along the vectors of Assimilation and 
Differentiation seen in Figure 3) being Uniqueness/Similarity at the individual level, 
Autonomy/Intimacy/interdependence at the group (“relational”) level, and 
Separation/Inclusion/belonging at the collective (in this case, organizational) level 
(Leonardelli et al., 2010, p. 103). 
 41 
 
As reduction of prejudice, bias, and destructive conflict are integral to sustaining 
diversity and inclusion such that its positive effects may contribute to business success, or 
ideally, to societal well-being, conflict management is essential to the success of diversity 
and inclusion management practices, including training.  By better understanding identity 
and group dynamics, organizational practices and interventions can be crafted to meet the 
needs of all individuals within an organization.  Ideally, these efforts are perceived by all 
as being fair, which may sound somewhat trite.  However, “Perceptions of unfairness can 
lead to undesirable outcomes such as lower productivity, and higher turnover, which is 
costly to an organization” (Ferdman & Deane, 2014).  By considering cultural and ethnic 
differences as resources rather than hindrances, the inherent unfairness of discrimination 
in the workplace may be approached in a positive and generative frame.  It is in this spirit 
that multiculturalism as an approach to diversity initially emerged.   
Multiculturalism, or cultural pluralism, differs philosophically from assimilation 
in that it assumes that ethnic identities are cognitively inescapable and 
fundamental to the self-concept; as a result, individuals are motivated to retain 
their cultural heritages. Rather than trying to eclipse ethnic identities, 
multiculturalism aims to preserve their integrity while encouraging ethnic groups 
to interact and coexist harmoniously. (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000, p. 145)  
 While critics of multiculturalism might assert that Hornsey & Hogg’s definition 
of multiculturalism is merely Melting Pot Assimilation under a different name, I would 
argue that the idea that subgroups maintain integrity while both interacting with others 
and coexisting “harmoniously” is an important distinction as the imposition of 
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conformity to the dominant group on the part of the assimilating group is absent.  Under 
this definition, subgroups may retain their characteristics while still constituting a 
superordinate whole, as opposed to discarding characteristics in order to conform to the 
dominant group.  According to Berry’s framework of acculturation strategies, 
multiculturalism ideally leads to an Integration strategy.  That said, Berry asserts that 
there are a number of psychological preconditions to multiculturalism.  
These pre-conditions are: the widespread acceptance of the value to a society of 
cultural diversity (i.e. the presence of a positive “multicultural ideology”); 
relatively low levels of prejudice (i.e. minimal ethnocentrism, racism, and 
discrimination); positive mutual attitudes among cultural groups (i.e. no specific 
intergroup hatreds); and a sense of attachment to, or identification with, the larger 
society by all groups. (Berry, 1997, p. 11)  
As Allport’s first predictor of positive intergroup contact is “equality within the 
situation” and as Pettigrew observes, “Situations are embedded in social institutions and 
societies” (1998, p. 78), one might infer that normative institutional and social support for 
the moral imperative for diversity are necessary to set the stage for optimal intergroup 
contact globally. This however, seems unlikely as “Prioritizing the long-term collective 
interest over and above the individual commercial interest of an organization also 
conflicts with the ‘winner-takes-all’ culture of contemporary industrial democracies” 
(Jonsen, Tatli, Özbilgin, & Bell, 2013, p. 278). However, “The multi-cultural perspective 
seemingly triggers group-based processing among nonminorities, which, if not properly 
managed, could exacerbate existing prejudices in the work-place” (Stevens et al., 2008, p. 
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122).  Further, “For majority members [. . .] multiculturalism may pose a threat to their 
identity if the emphasis on cultural differences is seen to value cultural minorities at the 
expense of the value of their ingroup” (Meeussen et al., 2014, p. 631).  Thus, it seems 
that Berry’s Pressure Cooker analogy applies to both non-dominant and dominant groups 
when diversity management and training is perceived to be imposed upon them.     
Both colorblind and multicultural perspectives on diversity emerge from ideas 
around social identity.  As has been outlined here, social identity approaches often lead to 
identifying distinct groups within organizations.  Consistent with Tajfel & Turner’s SIT, 
these identifications trigger in-group favoritism, with colorblind approaches favoring 
dominant groups and multicultural approaches sometimes perceived as favoring non-
dominant groups (Plaut, Garnett, Buffardi, & Sanchez-Burks, 2011, p. 339), though this 
perception can also be seen as consistent with White Fragility.  In a study of how beliefs 
of group leaders in regard to colorblindness or multiculturalism affected work group 
functioning, Meeusen et al., found that “when multiculturalism emphasizes not only the 
value of minority groups but also the value of the majority group, majority members may 
feel included rather than threatened and hence, negative effects for majority members are 
not inevitable” (2014, pp. 638–639). Stevens et al., refer to this as “All-Inclusive 
Multiculturalism” (AIM),  which “addresses deficiencies in the standard multicultural 
ideology without reverting to colorblindness” (2008, p. 123).  According to Stevens et al., 
organizations that stand as exemplars of having used aspects of AIM successfully include 
IBM and PepsiCo (2008, p. 127), which have been widely cited as organizations at the 
forefront of organizational diversity (Anand & Winters, 2008; Derven, 2014; Gregory, 
1983; Jonsen et al., 2013; Menendez, 2014).   
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Stevens et al.’s, idea of AIM is preferable to traditional multiculturalism in that 
majority members are included as belonging to valid and legitimate social identity groups 
as part of organizational diversity instead of for example, Whites being treated as a “non-
group” but rather a de facto group observed only in contrast to minority groups 
(Meeussen et al., 2014; Stevens et al., 2008).  While the distinction between traditional 
multiculturalism and AIM may seem slight, Jansen et al., found in a 2015 study that 
“Perceptions of inclusion, in turn, predicted majority members’ support for organizational 
diversity efforts” (2015, p. 827).  The significance of this finding is deeply important, 
particularly when paired with the findings of Meeusen et al. (2014); if leaders are able to 
set the tone for their followers by creating expectations and norms of all-inclusive 
multiculturalism, then fostering majority-group support for organizational diversity 
efforts is possible.  However, “research conducted among minorities showed that a 
mismatch between an organization’s diversity approach and the perceived representation 
of minorities within the organization led to higher levels of mistrust” (Jansen et al., 2015, 
p. 829).  In other words, when minorities do not perceive that they are accurately 
represented in organizational diversity efforts, this leads to skepticism and mistrust in the 
process.  When majority-group members similarly are not represented in diversity efforts, 
there is a similar mistrust in the process.  These findings are consistent with Allport and 
Pettigrew’s ICT, as equality is necessary for creating affective ties, which could in turn 









 The terms “diversity” and “inclusion” are often conflated, but are in fact distinct 
from one another, though they are interrelated. “Definitions of diversity focus on 
demographic make-up of groups and organizations, while definitions of inclusion 
emphasize encouraging participation and moving beyond appreciating diversity toward 
leveraging and integrating diversity into everyday work life” (Cottrill, Denise Lopez, & 
C. Hoffman, 2014).  Colorblindness and multiculturalism as diversity approaches both 
suffer from the assumption that inclusion will naturally result. Colorblindness assumes 
inclusion will result by treating people equally, but as people do not begin life from 
positions of equal economic status or social opportunity, it is unlikely that equality will 
manifest in the course of colorblind efforts (DiAngelo, 2010; Meeussen et al., 2014; 
Stevens et al., 2008). Multicultural approaches on the other hand, assume that by 
identifying different social identities, inclusion will result once different social positions 
are identified—often by comparing non-majority groups against the norms of majority 
groups—and are taught or encouraged to be valued (Jansen et al., 2015; Legault et al., 
2011; Meeussen et al., 2014; Stevens et al., 2008).  Both approaches may activate bias 
and actually increase prejudice and discrimination and therefore promote exclusion 
(Bregman, 2012; Dobbin & Kalev, 2016; Legault et al., 2011; Nishii, 2013).   
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While the various effects of exclusion are well documented and understood, 
“scholars have only recently begun to highlight inclusion as a focal construct in 
understanding diversity and its possible outcomes” (Ferdman & Deane, 2014, p. 8).  
While this scholarly focus is recent, diversity specialists and practitioners had identified 
inclusion as a way of utilizing diversity as a positive resource some years earlier 
(Ferdman & Deane, 2014).  To understand how inclusion can be realized, inclusion must 
first be defined.  While there are many definitions of inclusion in relation to diversity, 
(depending on the level of analysis—individual, group, and organizational), 
organizational inclusion can be generally defined as “the degree to which an employee 
perceives that he or she is an esteemed member of the work group through experiencing 
treatment that satisfies his or her needs for belongingness and uniqueness” (Shore et al., 
2011, p. 1265).  This definition builds on the Optimal Distinctiveness Theory model 
developed by Leonardelli, Pickett, & Brewer (2010), by examining inclusion and 
exclusion along dimensions of belonging (Figure 4).  Ferdman’s definition clarifies the 
definition put forth by Shore et al.: “Inclusion also means reframing both what it means 
to be an insider in a work group or organization and who gets to define that” (2014, p. 




In this framework, Shore et al., display dimensions in which diversity can move 
beyond assimilationist approaches, which require conformity of individuals and groups to 
dominant organizational and cultural norms.  The appeal of inclusion is its apparent 
simplicity.  Further, it appeals to both majority and non-majority members, and can apply 
not only in the organizational context, but in the social context as well.  One example that 
springs to mind is that of the aforementioned ethnic enclaves, which are sometimes 
characterized as pejoratively as separatist communities.   
Under a new version of pluralism, separatists would be welcomed when their 
separatism was based on self-help, self-determination, and comfort, rather than 
destructive racial or ethnic sentiments aimed at other groups. Concepts of what it 
means to be an American must include the diversity of new generations of 
Figure 4: Shore’s Inclusion Framework, 2011, p. 1266 
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Americans—foreign-born, native-born, white, and of color—and be cognizant of 
the tension that accompanies diversity. (Ong Hing, 1993, p. 906) 
When non-majority individuals can be accepted into societies, communities, 
organizations or workgroups without suppressing or discarding their cultural identities 
and are able to contribute to the definition of norms and cultures of societies, 
communities, organizations or workgroups as their whole selves, then it stands to reason 
that the benefits proclaimed by diversity and more specifically, the business case for 
diversity may be achieved.   
[B]ecause it is created anew in each situation through the relationship of the 
individual with the surrounding social system, inclusion involves a dynamic and 
interrelated set of processes, [. . .].  In other words, “inclusion is a momentary, 
even evanescent creation, which depends on the particular people and the 
particular situation involved. At the same time, the behavior and attitude of the 
moment may not mean much without a history and a future, without a structure 
and system around them that give them the appropriate meaning and weight”. It is 
in this sense that inclusion is a practice—an interacting set of structures, 
values, norms, group and organizational climates, and individual and 
collective behaviors, all connected with inclusion experiences in a mutually 
reinforcing and dynamic system. (Ferdman & Deane, 2014, p. 16; emphasis in 
original) 
 Nishii establishes three dimensions for what she refers to as “climate for 
inclusion”—a necessary pre-condition for the practice of inclusion.   
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[T]he first dimension involves a foundation of fairly implemented employment 
practices and diversity- specific practices that help to eliminate bias [. . .] the 
second dimension, integration of differences, captures the interpersonal 
integration of diverse employees at work [. . .] the third dimension, inclusion in 
decision making, captures the extent to which the diverse perspectives of 
employees are actively sought and integrated, even if expressed ideas might upset 
the status quo. (Nishii, 2013, pp. 1756–1757; emphasis in original) 
Within a climate for inclusion, the dynamic practice of inclusion can then take root, 
woven throughout the everyday operations of the organization and the norms of 
interaction among its constituent individuals.  When a climate for inclusion is established 
along these three criteria, an organization can be construed as inclusive.   
Leadership 
As stated previously, the role of leadership is essential in creating expectations 
and norms in regard to diversity and as Nishii suggests, a climate for inclusion (2013) for 
members of organizations, but also influences such aspects of organizational life as 
conflict cultures (Gelfand, Leslie, Keller, & de Dreu, 2012) and employee turnover 
(Groeneveld, 2015; Peretz, Levi, & Fried, 2015; Robinson et al., 2003; Shore et al., 
2011), which can be very costly (Boushey & Glynn, 2012; Ferdman & Deane, 2014).  
“To create a culture of inclusion, leaders must view and treat others as unique and 
different, engage individuals and groups in genuine dialogue, model appropriate 
behaviors and actively address resistance to diversity efforts” (Cottrill et al., 2014).  
Leadership in inclusive contexts differs starkly from more traditional leadership models, 
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(such as transactional leadership) wherein leaders reward followers for fulfilling their job 
roles and penalize them for not fulfilling their job roles (Ashikali & Groeneveld, 2015; 
Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Kearney & Gebert, 2009).  Bass notes that often, “transactional 
leadership is a prescription for mediocrity. This is particularly true if the leader relies 
heavily on passive management-by-exception, intervening with his or her group only 
when procedures and standards for accomplishing tasks are not being met” (1990, p. 20).    
In Bass’ view, a superior model of leadership is “transformational leadership” 
which Bass defines as what occurs “when leaders broaden and elevate the interests of 
their employees, when they generate awareness and acceptance of the purposes and 
mission of the group, and when they stir their employees to look beyond their own self-
interest for the good of the group” (1990, p. 21).  Bass goes on to posit that leadership 
can become transformational when it inspires, meets individual emotional needs, and/or 
intellectually stimulates (1990), thus tapping into the full-potential of employees in the 
pursuit of organizational goals.  Shore et al., assert that transformational leadership 
“creates belongingness among followers by unifying them around goals and values, 
moderated the relationship between demographic dissimilarity and team performance” 
(2011, p. 1273).  Since Bass’ conception of transformational leadership, a great deal of 
scholarship on the subject has arisen and with it, a great deal of literature, which “is 
replete with studies documenting the positive effects of transformational leadership on 
numerous outcomes such as follower motivation, satisfaction, and performance, as well 
as—with respect to these criteria—the superiority of transformational leadership over 
transactional or laissez-faire leadership styles in most situations (Kearney & Gebert, 
2009, p. 77).” 
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That said, transformational leadership exists today among other models of 
leadership which are also relevant to the creation of inclusive organizational cultures and 
a climate of inclusion (Cottrill et al., 2014; Ferdman & Deane, 2014, Chapter 10; Graen 
& Uhl-Bien, 1995; Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Meeussen et al., 2014; Shore et al., 2011).  
Graen & Uhl-Bien categorize the domains of leadership as leader-based, relationship-
based, and follower-based, with transactional leadership classed as a leader-based 
approach and transformational leadership as a relationship-based approach (1995).  In an 
inclusive model of diversity management, relationships are deeply important as they are 
thought to be necessary in eliciting employee utilization of their full selves instead of 
functioning only in the capacity of fulfilling their job descriptions (Cottrill et al., 2014; 
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Table 2: Three Domain Approaches to Leadership, adapted from Graen & Uhl-Bien (1995), p. 224 
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 To investigate these relationships between leaders and their followers, the 
leadership-membership exchange (LMX) theory emerged from studying the quality of 
leader/follower dyads (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).  
[D]evelopment of LMX relationships begins with individuals who are strangers 
and engage in initial testing behaviors (limited social exchanges). This “testing 
process” through “social transactions” results in some relationships which 
advance to the acquaintance stage, with a greater amount of social exchange. Of 
these dyads, some are able to advance even further to “partnerships.” According 
to the model, these partnership relationships experience a “transformation” from 
self-interest to a larger interest. Thus, the type of leadership that occurs in the 
stranger and acquaintance dyads (low to medium LMX) aligns more closely with 
descriptions of transactional leadership, and the dyads that are able to “transform” 
into partnership dyads (high LMX) align more closely with transformational 
leadership. (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995, p. 238) 
 At this point, what is meant by “leadership” should be clarified.  LMX focuses on 
the quality of dyadic relationships between leaders and their followers, which is to say 
that “leaders” are not here thought of only as singular heads of organizations, but as 
individuals within a leadership structure woven throughout an organization.  “[T]hese 
relationships are not limited to formal superior-sub-ordinate relationships but include 
leadership relationships among peers, team-mates, and across organizational levels and 
organizations” (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995, p. 234).  Through this lens, the role of 
leadership is decentralized and is distributed throughout the organization and lends itself 
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to understanding how diversity and inclusion efforts can become part of the day-to-day 
operations of organizations instead of only as compliance-oriented trainings or 
interventions. 
Decision-making ability of individuals is often cited as an indicator of inclusion 
(Dani & de Haan, 2008; Derven, 2014; Downey, van der Werff, Thomas, & Plaut, 2015; 
Menendez, 2014; Mor Barak, 2015; Pelled, Ledford, & Mohrman, 1999; Sabharwal, 
2014; Shore et al., 2011) and is also characteristic of high LMX relationships (Graen & 
Uhl-Bien, 1995; Shore et al., 2011).  Typically, employees who have high-quality, 
partnership-type relationships (high LMX) with their leader have a great deal of trust in 
that leader, which in turn is generally thought to predict a lower chance of turnover 
(Shore et al., 2011).  One downside of the LMX approach to leadership is that it takes 
time to develop those relationships (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) and so requires job 
stability and job security  Graen & Uhl-Bien note that not all employees will develop 
partnerships with their leaders.   
[M]anagers should be encouraged (and trained) to make the offer of high-quality 
relationship (partnership) building to all of their subordinates.  Whether all of 
these offers will result in high-quality relationship development is problematic 
(and unlikely), but as long as the offers are made, the LMX process may be 
perceived as more equitable, and the potential for more high-quality relationships 
(and hence more effective leadership) will be increased.  (1995, p. 233) 
Engaging employees as their full selves is thought to be potentially important to 
business success for a number of reasons, including innovation and product development 
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(Anand & Winters, 2008; Chavez & Weisinger, 2008; Ferdman & Brody, 1996; Kearney 
& Gebert, 2009; Menendez, 2014; Son Holoien, 2013).  According to a study conducted 
by Wang et al., “diverse groups had higher innovation climate strength when 
transformational leadership was high, and that innovation climate level was more 
strongly related to employee creativity when innovation climate strength was high” 
(2013, p. 335).  However, in a study on LMX and employee turnover, it was found that 
“having a high level of LMX in a diverse work group contributed to the greatest amount 
of turnover when the manager had good relations with most, but not all, followers” 
(Shore et al., 2011, p. 1270, emphasis added).  The findings of Shore et al., in regard to 
LMX and turnover might be explained by perceptions of inclusion.  One cannot 
reasonably be asked to think of themselves as “included” if they do not perceive to be or 
feel included, much in the way that dominant group members cannot perceive themselves 
as part of a multicultural or diverse workforce unless they have the opportunity to feel 
that the dominant group contributes to diversity or multiculturalism as in the AIM model.   
An alternative to transformational leadership, is “servant leadership”, which is 
attributed to Robert Greenleaf.   
Both transformational leaders and servant leaders are visionaries, generate high 
levels of trust, serve as role models, show consideration for others, delegate 
responsibilities, empower followers, teach, communicate, listen, and influence 
followers. Certainly, transformational leadership and servant leadership are not 
antithetical theories. Rather, they are complementary ideologies because they both 
describe excellent forms of leadership. Nonetheless, there are significant points of 
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variation in the concepts. Most importantly, transformational leaders tend to focus 
more on organizational objectives while servant leaders focus more on the people 
who are their followers. (Gregory Stone, Russell, & Patterson, 2004, p. 359) 
Servant leadership aims to achieve organizational goals in the long-term by first attending 
to their followers’ needs and well-being and entrusting their followers to enact their roles 
once their needs are met.  If organizational diversity and inclusion efforts seek to 
capitalize on their constituent members true selves, then it follows that leadership of 
inclusive organizations must also seek to meet any needs necessary to achieving what 
Maslow termed “self-realization” (1943).   
 However, in Booysen’s view, as inclusion is not something that is achieved once, 
but is achieved recursively, inclusive leadership is necessary.  Booysen defines inclusive 
leadership as, “an ongoing cycle of learning through collaborative and respectful 
relational practice that enables individuals and collectives to be fully part of the whole, 
such that they are directed, aligned, and committed toward shared outcomes, for the 
common good of all, while retaining a sense of authenticity and uniqueness” (2014, p. 
306).  In this context, inclusive leadership is seen as part of a series of inclusion efforts 
that are embedded in the fabric of the organization such that inclusion is part of all day-
to-day operations, from leadership to task completion.   
 According to Booysen: 
[T]his also requires a revision of all management systems. Key in this process is 
to pay attention to employment relations (ER) systems. Some ER practices can 
create systemic exclusion if practitioners are not particularly mindful of inclusive 
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principles: these practices include recruitment, orientation and induction 
programs, performance appraisals, compensation and benefit packages, pro-
motion, leadership and organizational training and development, and succession 
planning. (2014, p. 308) 
Thus, for diversity and inclusion efforts to succeed, workplace training and 
interventions—while a useful tool—are only one aspect of system-wide changes 
necessary to bridge the gaps between social and organizational spheres.  As organizations 
draw members from the societies they are embedded in, organizational structures must 
adapt to the many needs of their constituent members and the society those members 
reside in. 
 Diversity and inclusion efforts are crafted with the assumption that such efforts 
will minimize conflicts at all levels.  Originally, such efforts aimed primarily to reduce 
incidence of litigation and employee turnover, though were later adapted to capitalize on 
diversity for the purposes of innovation and insider-expertise in regard to increasingly 
diverse target markets.  That said, conflict will never be completely eradicated as it is 
endemic to human to human interactions.  Therefore, organizational structures—
including management and leadership structures—would be well served by becoming 
competent not only in the areas of diversity and inclusion and all their component parts, 
but in conflict resolution as well.    
 In reviewing the literature, it is clear that identifying diversity is not enough.  
What is done with the diversity that exists in the workplace is what matters.  The 
literature reviewed suggests that diversity efforts created around highlighting social 
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identity can fail due to the triggering of in-group favoritism and bias by highlighting 
differences.  As such, understanding social identity and how groups might become 
optimally distinct is very much necessary to create the basis for relational practices that 
result in inclusion at all levels of organizations.  Thus, Pettigrew’s idea that “friendship 
potential” (1998) as a necessary component for optimal group contact, might better be re-








 To discover how individuals make use of diversity and inclusion training in the 
context of conflict, a semi-structured interview protocol was developed (Appendix B).  
The semi-structured interview protocol was created around three topic domains: 
perceptions of organizational dynamics, experiences with equity and inclusion training at 
[union], and the influence of equity and inclusion training on conflict.  These questions 
and their follow up questions, were designed to allow individuals to reflect on their 
training experiences and their experience with conflict within their organizations.   
A common way of collecting data on diversity and inclusion training is 
quantitative feedback in the form of employee or organizational surveys, which often use 
a variety of scales to collect data in the form of numerical scores (Groeneveld, 2015).  
While these forms of feedback provide invaluable insight into the efficacy or impact of a 
training program, this type of feedback may provide very different detail than one might 
get by using qualitative methods.  As many diversity and inclusion trainings are based on 
learning about the experiences of others (Anand & Winters, 2008) and it is often 
uncertain what individuals may take away from learning experiences, qualitative methods 
such as a semi-structured interview protocol seems ideal to collect detailed data on the 
individual perceptions of the efficacy of diversity and inclusion training on conflict in 
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organizations.  Further, the perceptions of participants of these training programs may in 
fact influence how such training is made use of—or even if such training is made use of 
at all.   
 For this study, two locals of [union name redacted] were selected (hereafter 
referred to as “the union”); one in the Midwest and the other in the Northeast.  The union 
is a large, international union with many local chapters throughout the U.S.  As a union, 
this organization does not produce goods or services in the traditional sense.  Rather, their 
“product” is fair treatment for their members.  The union sees itself as an organization 
dedicated to the dignity, worth, and improvement of workers, and united in solidarity in 
the creation of a more humane and just society.  The union has expressed in its mission 
statement the need to develop inclusive and motivated leaders at every level of the union 
through intensive training to better reflect the diverse individuals and communities where 
the union organizes.  Further, solidarity across any and all possible division is seen as 
crucial to accomplishing the goals of the union.  From the mission statement, as well as 
similar language found throughout the constitution and bylaws (including the code of 
ethics) of the union, it very much appears that the union is indeed committed to diversity 
and inclusion, particularly at the leadership level.  This is significant, as leadership is 
important to organizational dynamics in a number of ways including the possibility 
establishing and maintaining a climate for inclusion (Nishii, 2013). 
  Initially, ten staff members of each chosen local chapter were to be selected from 
a pool of volunteers for the study, for a total of twenty participants.  While a number of 
staff members volunteered via e-mail response, seven participants confirmed their 
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willingness and were recruited; three from the local in Midwest and four from the local in 
Northeast.  Though this is a small dataset, the responses were extremely rich in detail.  
Further, participants of each respective site confirmed multiple events and details within 
the narratives of other same-site participants unsolicited.  While the expected interview 
time was no more than 60 minutes, the average interview time was just under 72 minutes 
and the mean interview time was just over 82 minutes.  As the interviews were so rich in 
qualitative data, this dataset (though small) was judged to be sufficient to carry out the 
study. 
Both pools of participants were composed of members of the OE&I taskforce at 
their respective local.  These participants were all full-time employees of their locals and 
most were organizers, though one was part of the office staff.  Many participants had first 
been members of the union before becoming staff members and so were able to provide 
insight into how conflict is handled within the union from a variety of perspectives.  The 
union, draws its members from many industries, including food service, nursing homes, 
and janitorial services.  Participants were recruited using the attached Recruitment Script 
and Information Sheet, which were furnished to potential participants who were invited 
to participate by e-mail, phone call, or in person.  Informed Consent was requested by 
electronically signing the attached Consent form.   
To gain access to potential participants, presidents or acting presidents of two 
local chapters of the union were first required to grant approval.  In both cases, each 
president requested a preliminary phone call.  On each call, the president or acting 
president was present and in one case the chief of staff, and office manager were also 
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present.  Details were further discussed and approved of via e-mail.  Once participants 
had been recruited, interview times were established.  Participants were told that 
interviews would take around thirty minutes, though five out of seven interviews took 
significantly more time.   
Participants were asked to answer demographic questions (Appendix A) before 
proceeding to the semi-structured interview, which was audio recorded. Those interviews 
were then transcribed and coded to identify themes and patterns for analysis with the 
intention of answering the question of how members of their respective locals engage in 
conflict after having received diversity and inclusion training, with an eye toward 
organizational dynamics, reactions to equity and inclusion (the union has opted not to use 
“diversity” and instead uses “equity” as negative reactions to the word “diversity” have 
been observed) training, and reported efficacy of equity and inclusion training on 
conflict.  Interviews began with a brief discussion to re-affirm informed consent and to 
re-state assurances of confidentiality.  An opportunity to ask questions regarding the 
research was provided both at the beginning of the interview and also at the end. 
Confidentiality of all participants has been assured by removing all identifying 
information so that participants remain anonymous.  Multiple participants commented 
that the demographic representation within the OE&I taskforce at their respective locals 
did not necessarily reflect the demographic composition of their local on the whole.  In 
the Northeast site, participants indicated that the membership was composed most heavily 
of white women, which was not the case for the taskforce.  This is not seen to be 
problematic by the participants in this study, as they report that the diversity of the 
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taskforce is what they would ideally like to see reflected in their membership.  In the 
Midwest site, it was indicated that staff of non-dominant sexual orientations and gender 
identification were prominent members of the taskforce.  That individuals of diverse 
backgrounds are active and well-represented in OE&I efforts at the union, speaks to the 
union’s deep commitment to diversity and inclusion and their overall message of 
empowerment. 
At the time that access was requested to conduct this study, both locals had 
formed Organizational Equity and Inclusion (OE&I) taskforces to further their diversity 
and inclusion goals.  The taskforces were composed of full-time union staff at their 
respective locals, who had received OE&I training on the job.  The taskforces were to 
develop recommendations for implementing local-wide OE&I efforts and training for 
their members.  According to the interviewees, training differed at each site.  One 
participant estimated that training for her OE&I taskforce was conducted “quarterly” for 





HOW DO INDIVIDUALS HANDLE CONFLICT AFTER RECEIVING 
DIVERSITY AND INCLUSION TRAINING? 
 
 
Participants generally reported very low instances of conflict in their respective 
locals.  This is surprising, as “conflict in organizations is inevitable given that humans 
therein need to manage their mutual interdependence” (Gelfand et al., 2012, p. 1132).  
That said, according to Sherif’s Realistic Conflict Theory, interdependence should reduce 
conflict in the interest of achieving superordinate goals (Deutsch, Coleman, & Marcus, 
2006, p. 426; Pruit & Kim, 2004).  A number of the conflicts reported occurred before the 
OE&I initiative had been implemented at either site.  Though participants initially 
indicated lower than expected incidences of conflict, though many mentioned difficulties 
“getting on the same page”, gave examples of tensions, and named groups that they did 
not get along with as well as others—which could be construed as potential sources of 
conflict.   
To discover how conflict is handled after receiving diversity and inclusion 
training, it was thought that understanding perceptions and the historical context from the 
eyes of individual stakeholders would provide insight into the success or lack of success 
of the OE&I work in progress.  It was anticipated that interviewees would define 
“conflict” differently than scholars of conflict resolution and so this line of questioning 
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was crafted to get participants thinking or talking about conflict and sources of conflict 
by asking about “tensions”.  The topic domains sought to uncover perceptions of 
organizational dynamics, experiences with equity and inclusion training, and the 
influence of equity and inclusion training on conflict. 
The major themes that emerged from the participant interviews mapped closely to 
the three components of Nishii’s Climate for Inclusion: fairly implemented employment 
practices, integration of differences, and inclusion in decision making (2013, pp. 1756–
1757).  This is not entirely surprising, as Nishii’s work was influential in crafting the 
semi-structured interview protocol.  Participant responses suggest that Nishii’s 
hypotheses are by and large, strongly supported in their collective experiences and that 
participants attribute the positive changes observed to OE&I efforts.  Participants tended 
to situate their perceptions of organizational dynamics, experiences with equity and 
inclusion training, and the influence of equity and inclusion training on conflict in a 
historical context.  As such, I have organized the findings of the study by grouping the 
emergent themes under the relevant component of Climate for Inclusion.   
At the time of interview, neither Midwest nor Northeast had rolled out OE&I 
training to the membership of their respective local at large.  Because OE&I efforts were 
still in the early stages, participant responses tended to center on the “integration of 
differences” component of Climate for Inclusion.  However, even at that early stage of 
OE&I, participants reported experiencing tangible change within their respective locals, 
the roots of which tended to be connected to employment practices that shaped 




Component 1: Fairly Implemented Employment Practices 
Participants were asked to discuss their perceptions of organizational dynamics to 
gather qualitative data on relationships within the organization. Participants unanimously 
reported that there was “no typical day” for any of them in the union.  One participant 
summed up the general sentiment by saying, “I’m normally here between 6, 7 AM. I 
come in early since I do wear many hats”.  Nearly all participants began their interviews 
immediately after other phone calls or meetings, sometimes out of breath, or even while 
finishing conversations with others.  More than one participant requested to call back as 
soon as they had finished wrapping up their prior meetings or conversations.  Often, 
interviews were interrupted by urgent phone calls, or else were punctuated by call-
waiting notifications.  All participants save one, reported their occupation as “organizer” 
though each served in a variety of roles within their respective locals.   
While all reported that their day had been busy, no participants could be 
characterized as complaining about their day. A number of organizers did mention 
concerns regarding work/life balance.  These concerns were attributed to a number of 
factors.  In particular, six out of seven participants reported long-distance travel as central 
to their primary task of organizing various members.  All participants mentioned 
leadership as one of their day-to-day roles.  This is worth noting as it indicates that all 
participants hold occupations and roles that are highly task-oriented in the pursuit of their 
superordinate (union) goals.  Many participants mentioned that they “get along with 
everybody”, though several were quick to qualify such statements with comments about 
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the depth (or lack thereof) in some of their workplace relationships, particularly those that 
they did not work with on a day-to-day basis.   
The theme that emerged under topic domain of “perceptions of organizational 
dynamics” was that OE&I works to diminish or eliminate arbitrary status differences 
and affect positive change.  While issues of fairness may often be breezily dismissed as 
childish with the application of such dismissive aphorisms linked to the Discourse of 
Individualism as, “life isn’t fair”, such issues have a real-world impact on job satisfaction 
and therefore turnover.  This can lead to costly litigation, or the also costly training of 
new hires and loss in productivity.  Further, scholars have long understood that arbitrary 
status differences can lead to the experience of “relative deprivation”, which can be 
defined as “the result of a person or group not enjoying what they believe they deserve” 
(Caprioli, 2005, p. 163).  Such perceptions of arbitrariness may further be symptomatic of 
structural inequalities. 
Midwest 
While participants generally reported that their perceptions of current 
employment practices were fair, all participants mentioned that employment practices, 
namely in hiring and promotion, had changed over the course of their employment within 
the union.  In the Midwest site, organizers had formed an internal union and were in the 
midst of salary renegotiations, which was reported as a source of tension.  In discussing 
perceptions of organizational dynamics, Midwest participants detailed a series of 
interconnected conflicts.  The ensuing conflicts likely arose from what Pettigrew 
describes as “high intergroup anxiety” stemming from a lack of trust between identity 
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groups within the local, which “can impede both contact and its positive effects”, (1998, 
p. 78).  “[I]ntergroup contact and its effects are cumulative—we live what we learn” 
(Pettigrew, 1998, p. 78).  According to one participant, “it took almost eight months” for 
the participant and the new, white executive staff member “to even start speaking”.  
However, he went on to state that since beginning the OE&I work, the relationship has 
improved through “relational, humanizing” efforts.  In the words of the participant, many 
of the other staff “felt like they belonged to an oppressed group when he [the new 
executive staff member] came onboard.”   
According to two of the Midwest participants, prior to the arrival of the new 
member of the executive staff in question (and also to the OE&I initiative), there was a 
series of serious conflicts.  In one participant’s view, the staff’s difficulties in building 
relationships with this new member of the executive staff stem from a staff retreat where 
diversity emerged as a focus.  While both participants reported the same series of events, 
their attributions to the cause of conflict differed (as is so often the case).  The conflicts 
began at “a joint staff/board retreat” where race was discussed and “deep feelings started 
to come to the surface between everybody”, according to one participant.  “There was a 
lot of concern about our staff wasn’t diverse enough” the participant reported, and when 
the new (white) executive member of staff was hired, things “blew up”, with staff and 
board members becoming “hostile” toward this new executive member of staff, whom 
they had yet to meet.  This hostility was attributed by the participant to “gossip”, like “a 
game of telephone”.  As one participant reported, the new executive staff member in 
question, though white, did not conform to the negative expectations of staff at the retreat 
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and in fact, was in worth developing a relationship with.  In the participant’s opinion, 
OE&I is exactly the vehicle that will enable staff to do so. 
From this participant’s perspective, the staff and executive board staff “really 
didn’t know each other” at that point but decided to discuss racism nonetheless.  Further, 
there was a “troublemaker on staff that was stirring the pot, that was accusing certain 
people of being racist.”  The other participant identified this “troublemaker” as “an 
African American woman”.  In the first participant’s words, “I don’t really know how to 
explain it any other way, other than everybody kind of ganged up and went on the 
warpath.”  The participant described the situation as, “very poisonous, toxic”, further 
stating that “Rumors were being accepted as fact” to the point that “People weren’t 
talking to each other.”  However, the situation worsened.  
Clearly, one of our board members had heard some information that just wasn’t 
correct. She was under the impression that Affirmative Action had had been 
putting black people in jobs that they shouldn’t be in, which was pretty shocking 
for someone to say on our board and—the person that was stirring the pot [the 
troublemaker] unfortunately was the target of that conversation. She was an 
African American woman and it was absolutely mortifying. Problem is though, is 
that they were both [board member and troublemaker] wrong in the situation in 
the way that they went about discussing the issue because they ended up just 
attacking each other. Nonstop. Leaving the room, crying, yelling. I even at one 
point had to stand in between them and so I mean, talking about race is not easy. 
- Participant, Midwest 
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The other participant also gave an account of these events, though he attributed 
tension to the fact that everyone worked in “very different industries” and so joint 
training was stressful.  Apparently, the African American staff member (who was cast as 
“the troublemaker”) “did not feel the meaning of the training”, which caused the 
primarily white executive board members to feel as if “the white people were being 
attacked”.   
My problem is that someone who is not a minority would not understand a 
minority—that’s the hardest part.  My husband, he’s white and he’s seen it first-
hand, he’s like, “I don’t have to worry about going out to the store and you know, 
‘being looked at differently’, but you do” so, that’s the reason I was so outraged 
because she [the African American staff member] was actually being attacked and 
she was not in a safe place, she [did] not feel safe there but you know, the 
attackers were white people—someone who has that privilege of doing that 
without the fear of a consequence. 
- Participant, Midwest 
What is consistent in both accounts, is that the executive board member reacted 
badly to something that the African American staff member did, as she felt attacked and 
so the African American staff member was also attacked by other members of the 
executive board. This in turn resulted in negative feelings among non-white members of 
the retreat, including one participant.  This participant’s account suggests at least 
elements of White Fragility and the Discourse of Individualism, though the other 
participant’s account asserts that the African American staff member had labeled certain 
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people as being racist—perhaps itself a defensive, fragile, and/or zero-sum thinking 
move—with the implication that such labels were being applied to the executive board.  
Further, it is implied that each party to the conflict was something of a leader of different 
groups present at the staff retreat/joint training—the fallout of the conflict being a 
difficult entry for the new executive staff member.  One participant attributes the hostility 
toward the new executive staff member (who again, is white) as being triggered by 
“conversations around Black Lives Matter”.  This is suggestive of zero-sum thinking and 
perceptions of relative deprivation, as the hiring of another white executive staff member 
seems to have been perceived as taking a job away from a non-white, or even non-
straight person within the Midwest local.     
Since the reported incidences of conflict in the Midwest local, two participants 
affirm that in their view, OE&I training has contributed to more positive relationships 
between staff members, while other participants also report that OE&I has had positive 
effects on relationships between the leadership and their subordinates.  One participant 
went so far as to say that since beginning OE&I efforts “People who’ve hated each other 
before are now speaking.”  This is encouraging, as developing relationships is crucial to 
achieving high leader-membership exchange (LMX), which is itself a predictor of 
inclusion.  One of the frameworks that informs the OE&I work in the Midwest site is 
servant leadership, which as previously mentioned, approaches leadership from a 
follower-based model.    
Our [new executive staff member] and our [direct superior] (being straight white 
men), have spent a lot of time lately thinking about their role—how they hire, 
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how they interact with other members of the staff to try and understand 
everybody’s experiences.  I feel that management is doing a great job now really 
trying to break down the barriers that we have.  Since we have been doing the 
OE&I work, I would say that everybody on staff is really taking the time now to 
really sit down and think about—not just the structural racism and the big 
things—how we interact with each other on a daily basis. 
- Participant, Midwest  
The thoughtfulness of staff and leadership at the Midwest site in their interactions with 
each other is to be consistent with the idea that inclusion is not a one-time event, but 
emerges through sustained effort, with support not only from individuals, but from the 
leadership and the institution (Cottrill et al., 2014; Ferdman & Deane, 2014; Graen & 
Uhl-Bien, 1995; Nishii, 2013; Shore et al., 2011).  As the OE&I process and the work 
being done around OE&I was just getting underway in the union at the time of the study, 
it was expected that full inclusion would not yet have been achieved by either local. 
 That said, it does seem that these efforts are being noticed.  One participant joined 
the Midwest local after preliminary OE&I work had begun and after the conflict 
described by other participants.  By the time this participant had joined the Midwest 
local, efforts were already being made to follow a servant leadership model, in which the 
needs of the followers take precedence over the needs of the leaders.  According to the 
participant, “[The union] does the hard work, it makes the attempts, it puts in the effort, 
addressing questions around equity, inclusion, much more intentionally than any other 
organization I’ve ever worked for.”  The Participant went on to describe the sincerity of 
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these efforts in contrast to other organizations that he had worked for, where it felt like 
trainings had “felt like checking a box”.  “I get a strong impression that this local is 
committed to being inclusive, to taking on big fights, and sometimes punching well, well, 
well above its weight—and not backing away, or shying away from things”, the 
participant said.  He went on to say that “leadership is very much committed to my idea 
of what equity and inclusion is all about,” focusing on “the campaigns that are most 
going to benefit the people, most vulnerable, the people that we work with closely, or 
long-term members”.  According to this participant, “That’s something that I really love 
about working here.” 
  When this participant’s perceptions are compared and contrasted with the 
perceptions and statements of the other two participants from the Midwest site, it seems 
that the servant leadership approach has been effective in creating higher LMX and 
therefore “partnership” relationships necessary for authentic leadership, transformational 
leadership, and servant leadership.  Given the accounts of the Midwest participants and in 
particular, the participant who specifically mentions inclusion in relation to 
organizational goals, it would seem that though servant leadership is deliberately being 
used as a framework, the leadership styles within the Midwest local may also make use of 
authentic and transformational leadership, which are specifically oriented toward 
organizational goals.  Given that the organization in question is a union, which tends to 
have long-term organizational goals, it makes sense that servant leadership would be 
made use of, as it is conceived of as being most effective in the long-term (Bass, 1990; 
Gregory Stone et al., 2004; Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Wang et al., 2013). 
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As is evidenced by the responses of the Midwest participants, there is plenty of 
room to improve relationships within the local, but already work is being done to 
improve relations between staff, and between leadership and staff.  The Midwest 
participants seem to be aware of many tensions that currently exist, or have existed in the 
past, but also through their OE&I work and their experiences, that there may be a number 
of tensions that could hinder the achievement of their organizational goals in the future.  
One such tension is that the Midwest staff are part of a union within the local, which at 
the time of interviewing, was in the process of salary negotiations.   
Overall, the participants indicated that OE&I efforts will contribute to those goals 
and that as long as the organizational vision remains clear, that staff and leadership can 
continue to work toward realizing that vision with one another, in spite of instances of 
serious conflict.  This seems to indicate a certain resiliency within the local, which is a 
positive sign; it means that there is a general feeling that the participants continue to be 
willing to invest in those relationships and that this investiture will be reciprocated by 
their leadership.  In other words, the perceptions of organizational dynamics in the 
Midwest local suggest that OE&I has contributed to positive changes in how participants 
perceive fairness around implementing employment practices. 
Northeast 
Throughout the narratives of the four Northeast participants were references to 
experiences tied to race and a clearer picture of what the participant had meant by 
“structural racism”.  The Northeast participants related instances of inequality in 
representation in union leadership, hiring, promotion, and in how they felt that they had 
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been offered or denied respect in various situations by colleagues or co-workers.  One 
participant noted that as a 15-year staff veteran, she had “seen a lot of people come and 
go,” though she did not specifically attribute turnover to any one factor.  That said, it 
takes little imagination to connect hiring practices that prefer internal promotion over 
bringing in people from outside the organization, and a given employee’s willingness to 
stay.  In any case, all participants reported positive outcomes of the OE&I initiative that 
they had begun.   
According to one participant, “Being a part of that [OE&I] taskforce is really, 
really helpful. That helped me see things in a different perspective and figure out that a 
closed mouth gonna get you nothin’.” “My issue is just the certain way things are done”, 
said one participant. “One of the reasons why we decided to do OE&I taskforce is [to] try 
to tackle structural racism—or that was my main reason—because it’s just the way things 
are structured in the union.”  This participant went on to explain what was meant by “just 
the certain way things are done.”   
I was sent to [a city] along with some members and they sent a certain group of 
people into the hospital to talk to the workers and the people that they didn’t send 
to the hospital, we had to sit in the office. It was real noticeable.  So, like I said, 
things are a little different now, because now we went to the OE&I for training 
but this was before that. But that really made me upset. It was only 1 person of 
color that did go in and they sent him back because he had an accent. I mean, that 
wasn’t told to us but, that’s what we thought, but the story that was told to us 
didn’t add up to what he said to us, so that was the issue. That was a real issue, 
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because it just seemed like y’all wasn’t being conscious about what y’all was 
doing and I don’t know if they thought whether we was gonna feel some kind of 
way, but, we did feel some kind of way. 
- Participant, Northeast  
This instance of unfairness—perceived or otherwise—granted a glimpse into the 
experiences that had led to the participant in question becoming a voice within the local, 
standing up for the kind of change that current OE&I efforts are perceived to support.  In 
the course of the participant’s responses the participant, and two other of the four 
Northeast participants linked changes in “the way things are done” to a change in the 
local [executive].  Three out of the four participants openly sang the praises of the current 
[executive], explicitly stating that their interactions with the current [executive] had 
resulted in feeling more included.  The fact that the current [executive] also began as a 
member and was then an organizer weighed heavily on these accounts. 
 One participant in particular helped to shed light on the differences in the 
leadership styles of both the current and former [executives] of the local. 
There seemed to be a perception of him [the former executive] just shutting 
people down.  They didn’t feel like they were heard. It was years of just nobody 
really bringing anything to the table because they thought it would rejected.  All 
in all, what it wound up being, what I’ve been able to assess it being, is people 
were kind of tired and fed up and felt unheard for a very long time.  I’ll tell you 
right now, we haven’t resolved the entire issue, but we have existing entities 
within the union like [committee name redacted], so if we have issues with our 
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work or what’s going on, we’re supposed to be able to go there, air our grievances 
and have it addressed.  Until [current executive] was hired, [former executive] 
was on the [committee name].  People felt like if they did have problems they 
wouldn’t be able to go to [former executive].   
- Participant, Northeast 
This participant went on to state that because her colleagues felt unable to air their 
grievances, they began to consider the formation of an internal staff union.  The 
participant had been asked to be a part of the formation of the staff union, as it is reported 
that the participant is a trusted person within the local.  The participant reportedly asked 
colleagues when those grievances occurred, as the only person that had had a grievance 
since the current [executive] was installed has had the grievance resolved satisfactorily.  
Pressing further, the participant asked colleagues who was on the [committee name] and 
policy committees, only to discover that the people trying to form the new staff union in 
fact belonged to those committees.  In the participant’s view, her colleague’s feelings of 
not being heard for such a long time influenced them to behave in ways that could have 
produced a redundant structure within the local.  According to the participant, this could 
have increased an already heavy workload and added to an already busy schedule.  In the 
end, the participant was able to persuade her colleagues to try to make the [committee] 
and policy committees function as intended by pointing out that the former [executive] no 
longer sat on the [committee] and policy committees. 
The conflicts described here occurred before the current union [executive]’s term 
and also before the OE&I initiative and suggest that leadership deeply influenced 
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interactions between staff and leadership in the local.  A lack of inclusion, a lack of 
empowerment can result in a lack of engagement and is as previously mentioned, often a 
component of employee turnover and one might imagine, lower productivity—an 
example of which would be as one participant recounts, a lack of “bringing anything to 
the table”.  Another participant cited the incident at the hospital as a galvanizing incident 
to speaking out against things that the participant does not agree with, which the 
participant has elsewhere attributed to advancement within the local as a staff advocate 
for change in regard to “the way things are done.”  It is interesting that this feeling of 
exclusion from a particular situation encouraged that response; it indicates that the 
participant felt included enough and secure enough in the position that the participant 
would be heard.  This could be interpreted to suggest that even in a climate where 
inclusion was less than ideal, the participant’s sense of inclusion was strong enough that 
she felt that she could speak out in the first place.  This willingness to speak out was 
attributed to time spent working at a nursing home, which unionized, getting the 
participant in question involved with the local initially. 
The participant explained that when working in a nursing home, unionization 
changed the way that job openings in the nursing home were filled.  Essentially, part of 
their renegotiated contract stipulated that if a job opportunity opened up at the nursing 
home, union members had “first dibs on it”, rather than the nursing home placing priority 
on outside hires.  Since working in the nursing home, the participant commented that 
relationships with others in the Northeast local are such that the participant feels 
comfortable in speaking out against unfair hiring and promotions practices when the 
participant perceives that they are occurring within the union. 
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From one participant’s account, the push for fairness in hiring and promotion 
within the union extends also to diversity, not only to increase representation of racially 
diverse people in all levels of the union, but also to increase representation of urban 
dwellers, who are predominantly people of color.  Bridging the gaps between supporters 
of opposing political parties, rural and urban, white and non-white, and across the varied 
industries that compose union membership and staff is paramount to managing tensions 
within the Northeast local stemming from perceptions of fairness/unfairness, particularly 
as solidarity is a pillar of the union’s strength. 
Other participants also commented on their experiences with hiring and 
promotions within the Northeast local.  One participant stated that while fairness in hiring 
and promotion is of definite importance, attention to “the lateral movement of officers 
and senior program staff within [the] local” as those lateral shifts are “predominantly 
white”.  Participants did not comment on the ratio of white to non-white within the local 
and so even a ballpark demographic ratio is unknown.  However, one participant related a 
conversation that she had with a “black woman from [the city]” who through 
conversation “basically made the comment that it [the job] went to “another white girl [in 
the local]”.”  The participant said, “It’s those kinds of feelings and undertones that really 
need to be discussed, so that people don’t feel that way, so that they understand the 
process of what is going on and how it works.”  The participant went on to say, “If that 




As solidarity is a guiding principle within the union, care was taken to set the 
stage for solidarity in the hiring of staff and officers, including the leadership team.  One 
participant told me, “Today we have an African-American officer on our team and a 
Latino person on the leadership team, so the makeup is changing a little bit.”  The 
participant reported that things “started to change before we even started that [OE&I] 
journey.”  In can be inferred from the participant’s statement that even before OE&I, 
diversity was already a consideration in hiring and promotion, which is borne out in this 
participant’s statement that “our staff and officers to most degrees are diverse”.  
However, in the process of the Northeast local’s OE&I journey, it was decided early on 
that the Northeast local felt that their officers and staff should be representative of their 
membership, only to discover that the membership was primarily composed of white 
women.  This discovery prompted the participant to ask, “so do you really want to make 
it [the body of officers and staff in the local] not diverse?”  It is unknown if the wider 
membership of the local is aware of this finding, though it does seem that it is something 
that is worth addressing, particularly given that competition for professional positions can 
often be viewed in zero-sum terms.    
  In terms of the OE&I taskforce at the Northeast local, the sole participant who is 
not an organizer stated that she likes “the fact that they included me in on the leadership 
side of things and even put me on the taskforce,” which “helped me in my whole 
development.”  She went on to say that this was particularly powerful, because she is not 
an organizer as most other taskforce members are.  Because organizers wanted her input 
as a non-organizer, she felt valued, included, and that the process of forming the OE&I 
taskforce was fair. 
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Component 2: Integration of Differences 
 While the implementation of fair employment practices is deeply important to 
achieving inclusion, it must work in concert with the integration of differences.  
Essentially, once diverse individuals are hired and have the opportunities to function in 
roles at all levels of the organization, what exactly is to be done with that diversity?  For 
inclusion to be realized, Nishii asserts that inclusion “requires a change in interaction 
patterns” in addition to fairly implemented employment practices (Nishii, 2013, p. 1756).  
To put this another way, this dimension Climate for Inclusion is rooted in “the openness 
with which employees can enact and engage core aspects of their self-concept and/or 
multiple identities without suffering unwanted consequences” (Nishii, 2013, p. 1756).  
The second topic domain of the semi-structured interview protocol of this study 
asked participants to detail their experiences with equity and inclusion training.  
Participant responses tended to involve the application of various tools and exercises, 
such as tracking, dialoguing across difference, calling people in, the power of the single 
story, and “If You Really Knew Me”.  These tools facilitate the engagement of core 
aspects of the self and multiple identities in the workplace.  In effect, these tools can help 
the personal become the professional, which is essential to the success of the business 
case for diversity.  The major theme that emerged was that even minimal diversity and 
inclusion training creates a common vocabulary or framework for changing patterns 






 In the Midwest local, OE&I efforts had just begun when participants were 
interviewed.  The training that they’d received involved tracking, focusing on the pattern, 
not the person, Constructivist Listening, and servant leadership training.  Even just one 
month in, one participant stated that “OE&I works”.  The tools that the Midwest 
participants seem to have internalized the most are Constructivist Listening, and tracking.  
Tracking is a tool that helps to “separate the pattern from the person”.  By addressing 
patterns of behavior rather than addressing patterns of behavior as extensions of 
personality, one participant had already perceived productive outcomes.   
Since we have been doing the OE&I work, I would say that everybody on staff is 
really taking the time now to really sit down and think about how we interact with 
each other on a daily basis.  One of the things that we’re doing to help overcome 
the difficulties of implementing something like servant leadership is having the 
value-based conversation about life experiences with people first, and we’re 
building connections between people before we even discuss talking about race. 
- Participant, Midwest 
That said, all three participants reported a desire to see more implementation of OE&I 
training in their everyday experience at the local. In general, the Midwest participants 
believe that OE&I works and that OE&I principles are woven throughout day-to-day 
operations and objectives of the union.  “One thing I appreciate about the labor 
movement is that for the most part, we’re able to set some of the petty stuff aside and stay 
focused on what our greater goal is, that we’re all working towards.”  The “petty stuff” as 
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the participant so easily dismisses it, could be understood as low-level conflict, or else 
conflict that the participant has made the executive decision not to place value on.  
The participant who joined the local after the beginning of the OE&I effort stated 
that the relatively small size of the local was an advantage as co-workers were “around 
each other more often” and that there was no tendency “to get segmented out into all the 
little cliques”.  However, this participant explained that even in a smaller local, where in 
the participant’s view diversity is a strength, relationships still needed to be managed. 
According to this participant, “You have to try that much harder to see eye to eye with 
folks, make sure you’re on the same page.  That you’re speaking the same language”. 
That this participant uses three separate analogies for mutual understanding— “to see eye 
to eye”, “to be on the same page”, and “to speak the same language”—is interesting.  
These analogies seem to be indicative of the participant’s awareness of the necessity of 
maintaining interdependent relationships in the pursuit of superordinate goals, which 
conforms to predictions made by RCT.  The participant’s statement on the whole 
suggests that for this participant, relationships are generally good and resilient enough to 
withstand the differences that may arise in what was termed “a very diverse group”.   
Perceptions of organizational dynamics are somewhat different for another 
participant at the Midwest local.  The participant serves on a prominent committee within 
the Midwest local and identifies as LGBTQI.  Though there is evidence that positive 
intergroup contact may generally be occurring between sub-groups at each site, responses 
from interviewees suggest that perhaps intergroup contact may not be optimal.  This 
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participant stated that the participnt primarily associates with “LGBTQ folk” or people 
whom are perceived to be “good allies” in the workplace.  
There’s always certain barriers between [LGBTQI people] and straight men that 
come up. Heterosexual men will have their “bro moments”. I don’t want to say 
there’s many “uncomfortable situations” between us or anything, but it’s 
“unrelateable” sometimes—our situations and life experience just cannot relate. 
- Participant, Midwest 
The participant’s responses elsewhere indicate that for him, being a “good ally” is more 
than a commitment to LGBTQI equality—it’s the ability to also relate to the lived 
experience of LGBTQI persons.  Though this participant feels comfortable publicly 
identifying as LGBTQI, he perceives that the creation of affective ties to the dominant 
group (or from the dominant group to the LGBTQI group) has not occurred such that he 
feels wholly included, or perhaps even entirely equal.  This participant’s perception of 
having difficulty in generating affective ties with individuals who are not LGBTQI, while 
still feeling like a vital member of his workgroups and organization, are suggestive of 
both Shore’s and also Leonardelli’s frameworks for inclusion and optimal distinctiveness, 
respectively.  In other words, the participant’s statements could be taken to suggest that 
his “needs for belongingness and uniqueness” have not been met, even if he has stated a 
general trust in the efficacy of the OE&I training.  Therefore, it is doubtful that this 
participant would describe the LGBTQI identity group in Midwest as “optimally 
distinct”.  Further, as “friendship potential” is seen by Pettigrew as a predictor of optimal 
intergroup contact and the participant’s responses suggest “high intergroup anxiety” 
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which Pettigrew states, “can impede both contact and its positive effects” (1998, p. 78), it 
seems that work could be done to improve intergroup contact to better manage potential 
conflict.  
 The other participant in the Midwest local who identifies as LGBTQI, focused 
primarily on working relationships rather than personal relationships (as the other 
participant who identifies as LGBTQI, may be describing).  According to this participant, 
“We have a very active transsexual member, she’s amazing—and the other [executive 
board] members that have been to these [OE&I] trainings have learned how to deal with 
that.”  The participant further noted changes in the perceived attitudes of some Hispanic 
staff toward LGBTQI people, something which was named as an area of difficulty within 
the culture in question.  Lastly, changes in attitude were described of some “very 
religious” staff.  “I think those trainings have been very helpful for us—for me to 
understand why they would not understand me but as well for them to understand me—or 
at least try.” 
This participant’s perceptions indicate that the OE&I trainings have been 
successful in some instances of creating space for inclusion potential in some groups, but 
not others.  It is clear that while this participant does not necessarily feel that non-
LGBTQI staff have a perfect understanding of where the participant is coming from, or 
how the participant might think and feel about certain things, in the participant’s mind, 
the possibility that others might honestly try to understand the participant, is very much 
appreciated.  The enthusiasm displayed by this participant in this response suggests that 
OE&I work has had a positive effect on his personal feelings of inclusion within the 
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organization.  It stands to reason then, that perceptions of high intergroup anxiety 
between LGBTQI and non-LGBTQI groups, may also change as the work continues and 
allow for more optimal contact effects. 
As indicated by one participant, OE&I training has generally contributed to more 
positive relationships between staff members, but others also report OE&I has had 
positive effects on relationships between the leadership and their subordinates.  This is 
encouraging, as developing relationships is crucial to achieving high LMX, which is itself 
a predictor of inclusion.  One of the frameworks that informs the OE&I work in the 
Midwest site is servant leadership, which as previously mentioned, approaches leadership 
from a follower-based model.  It is interesting that given this follower-based model of 
leadership that the Midwest local has chosen to implement, members of the LGBTQI 
group feel that their LGBTQI identity is something that some within the union simply 
cannot relate to or that they as LGBTQI people cannot relate to straight men.  It is also 
interesting that neither participant reports any conflict as arising from identifying as 
LGBTQI, though this could suggest that any conflicts that have arisen are being handled 
productively through the OE&I process.  It is interesting to note that the new executive 
staff member—reported to be a straight, white man—who was the focus of so much 
acrimony at the staff retreat before ever arriving at the local, seems to have been given a 
second chance.  “People have taken the time to get to know him. And the people who 
take the time to get to know him get to see what he’s really about.”  Perhaps as the OE&I 
process continues, LGBTQI-identified persons in the local will feel that they too have the 
chance to let others know what they’re really about and to integrate their differences with 




It is clear from the responses that the Northeast participants feel very positively 
about the OE&I efforts. The Northeast local was further along in their OE&I efforts and 
predictably, reported a greater number of tools that they have found useful in the course 
of their experience in the local.  Organizing and running the local office are roles that are 
highly task oriented, requiring high levels of proactivity and communication.  Knowing 
this, I was surprised that the tools that the Northeast participants most gravitated toward 
tended to be communicative in nature.  All four participants mentioned the “If You 
Really Knew Me” exercise—an icebreaker designed to reveal aspects of a person that 
might not otherwise come out in the course of workplace conversation--as being 
particularly powerful, three out of four mentioned the dominant/subordinate exercise, and 
three out of four mentioned the dialogue across difference exercise.  Participants detailed 
many ways in which they were better able to connect with their co-workers through these 
exercises.  That three out of four participants had difficulty recalling instances of conflict 
since the start of the OE&I initiative and that four out of four participants report putting 
tools learned from OE&I trainings into use, suggests that the OE&I initiative is in fact 
reducing what participants perceive as conflict.  However, that four out of four 
participants now report using the OE&I tools into use in situations where conflict could 
emerge, suggests that in fact OE&I has empowered the participants to engage in 
productive conflict more often. 
Well, I think the instructors of the—the facilitators of the taskforce, they were 
really good. They were able to create the space.  I think some of the things that we 
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have learned in the taskforce, I'm going to be mindful of the situation, number 
one.  But I also know that I'm able to talk about it in a way that I'm not here to 
criticize you, I'm here for us to grow together, I'm here for us to begin to break the 
cycle of this black, white, whatever, that's the goal here for us to operate that 
cycle.  It's definitely empowered us.  The good thing was there were all levels of 
the union on this taskforce.  And so, I didn't want you to be superficial about what 
you talk, let's keep it real, keep it real because the person of color needs to hear 
that.   
- Participant, Northeast  
There will always be work to be done in creating better partnerships between 
leadership and subordinates, but just important are the relationships between individuals 
who are on the same organizational level.  “Don’t bring your work home with you” is a 
familiar refrain but in my view, it is imperative for people to bring themselves to work if 
diversity and inclusion efforts are to be effective.  Being professional does not necessarily 
mean being impersonal; if part of one’s ultimate mission is solidarity, then the personal 
must enter the space of the professional.  As multiple participants have noted, union work 
is stressful, and people often feel the strain of their workload.  When challenging things 
happen in the personal sphere, it can affect the professional sphere and so finding ways to 
manage that becomes important. 
The enthusiasm that the Northeast participants had for their training and the 
impact of the training that they’ve received was palpable.  That these sessions have been 
powerful for participants is an understatement.  All participants discussed at great length 
the inspiration and feelings of empowerment that they drew from their training sessions. 
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According Participant 5, the board approved the recommendations developed by the 
taskforce unanimously.  It is encouraging that even icebreaker activities like “If You 
Really Knew Me” were perceived as being powerful tools to create depth of 
understanding of others for participants.   
It’s been a very powerful journey. It’s been fun. It was challenging, it was hard, 
and a lot of times it was uncomfortable. But it’s good to be able to get to a place 
of uncomfortableness and move through it and talk through it. I know that’s a lot 
and I’m rambling but it’s hard to keep it all sorted and in order because it was a 
lot! Through 4 trainings—4, 2-day trainings, and now we don’t want to break up 
the band and I mean, we weren’t all ace boon coons [best, most trusted friends] 
we were just co-workers, or officers of the union, or members and now we feel 
connected as a body of the union. 
This participant’s experience of OE&I efforts strongly support Pettigrew’s 
revision of Allport’s Intergroup Contact Hypothesis.  The context of the OE&I taskforce 
and the exercises that taskforce members engaged in allowed for “equality in the 
situation” in the pursuit of “common goals”.  The involvement of various leaders of 
different bodies within the local, is a clear example of “intergroup cooperation” and also 
of “authority support” as even members of the leadership team were part of the OE&I 
taskforce.  In other words, all of Allport’s conditions for optimal intergroup contact were 
met—including Pettigrew’s additional condition, “friendship potential”, which is thought 
to invoke all four of the processes that mediate attitude change through contact: “learning 
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about the outgroup, changing behavior, generating affective ties, and ingroup reappraisal” 
(1998, p. 70).  
Component 3: Inclusion in Decision Making 
 Once fair employment practices are implemented, and differences are integrated, 
actors need to be included in decision making for the Climate for Inclusion (as Nishii 
conceives of it) to be fully realized.  “In inclusive climates, the questioning of dominant 
assumptions is not seen as a threat, but rather as a value-enhancing proposition, and thus 
barriers that could perpetuate organizational silence are actively eliminated” (Nishii, 
2013, p. 1757).  Barriers might include certain styles of leadership, such as that of the 
former union executive mentioned by one of the participants from the Northeast, whose 
leadership style had members of the local considering the formation of a parallel, 
redundant committee in order to finally feel heard.  Organizational silence also tends to 
be found in organizations where cost control is a strategic focus—for example, 
organizations that enact diversity and inclusion efforts with the intention of curbing 
costly litigation.  
 Topic Domain 3 of this study’s semi-structured interview protocol asked 
participants about the development of their relationships with others over the course of 
their employment in the union.  Though workplace relationships and personal 
relationships may not generally have much overlap, they are relationships nonetheless.  It 
is often said that relationships are built on trust.  Relationships need tending to if they are 
to grow; they are subject to innumerable factors, including time, circumstance, and 
feeling in ways that are often unpredictable.  However, trust is easily broken and 
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painstakingly rebuilt, but as it is a state of vulnerability, it creates the opportunity for 
mutual trust, or mutual vulnerability.  Trust then, is a building block, not a foundation for 
the more resilient concept of solidarity. The major theme that emerged in this topic 
domain in the Midwest local was that trust is tentative, solidarity is definitive.  In the 
Northeast local, the theme that emerged was, OE&I efforts and institutional support by 
the leadership clarify routes to solidarity.    
Midwest 
In spite of the conflicts described by two of the Midwest participants, all the 
Midwest participants outlined at length their commitment both to the union and to the 
goals of the union, including the OE&I work.  That all the participants failed to mention 
dissatisfaction with the union such that they might prefer to and seek other opportunities 
suggests that each feels that the conflicts that they have experienced and the 
circumstances in which those conflicts arose, can be attended to.  This suggests a sense of 
belonging and resilience in the face of adversity—perhaps due to factors such as the 
election of Donald Trump, which one participant cites as creating a sense of urgency and 
immediacy for the union to better achieve solidarity, making OE&I particularly salient.  
Given the statements of all of the Midwest participants, it appears that OE&I is providing 
a more stable framework to achieve inclusion and therefore solidarity. 
The longer we’ve been here, the tougher the conversations we’ve had around 
workplace issues, or even campaigns.  It’s just got deeper; you just find more 
similarities and sometimes differences and you just learn more about where 
people are coming from.  Sometimes that can really surprise you in a way, like, 
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“wow, I thought we were really more on the same page than we actually are”.  It 
really does cut both ways—I guess that’s something we need to have realistic 
expectations about.   
- Participant, Midwest 
Clearly, the relationships present at the Midwest site are complex.  According to 
all participants, OE&I practices have had an effect.  In particular, using “tracking” to 
manage feelings around the behaviors of others and not to take things too personally.  
However, two out of three participants state that their perceptions of trust within their 
local is low.  In both cases, there was some element of gossip involved.  One participant 
reported a conflict where he was accused of saying something that he had not said, while 
the other described the conflict at the staff retreat that began during a discussion of race, 
where gossip had incited hostility toward a new executive staff member, due to his status 
as a white man who would be holding a powerful position.   
While it is easy to dismiss gossip, scholarship on gossip suggests that it serves a 
number of functions.  According to Jaworski & Coupland, gossip functions “as a means 
of identifying group membership and group boundaries, and as a sanctioning mechanism 
of moral policing” (2005, p. 668).  Further, gossip “allows participants jointly to 
accomplish group solidarity and to strengthen group identity” (2005, p. 671) and also 
“allows the group to manifest resistance to the limiting, oppressive, and subjecting norms 
imposed on them from outside” (2005, p. 691).  Given the manifestation of gossiping, it 
is possible that the gossipers felt that they had no, or limited access to fairly implemented 
employment practices, opportunities for integration of differences, or inclusion in 
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decision making, and so used gossip as a means of coping with their situation.  In both 
instances of gossip, destructive conflict ensued, and perceptions of trust were damaged, 
with one participant going so far as to opine that gossip was a chief obstacle to solidarity.   
That said, the participant who did not mention gossip saw things quite differently.   
The whole mantra is “solidarity forever” right? It’s challenged because we are 
actually initiating and attempting on a daily basis to have tough and challenging 
conversations with each other, mostly about the work that we’re doing but 
sometimes about our own workplace. It doesn’t matter if they’re the most 
progressive, labor minded folks, there are still going to be challenges. This whole 
idea of “what’s the union going to do for me” is a quick way to essentially see any 
opportunity for you and your co-workers to actually see any change happening 
fall apart. We’re all in this together and that’s where “solidarity forever” and 
solidarity really comes from.  That’s not to say some folks aren’t gonna get the 
short end of the stick sometimes and that sometimes the game can be zero-sum.  
Always try to maximize the gain as much as possible and minimize the hurt or 
minimize the suffering, that’s always the goal.  
- Participant, Midwest  
For this participant, solidarity must be definitive—in the sense that solidarity must be 
decisive and reliable.  It must be something durable, because it is the vehicle which 
vulnerable individuals who stand against economic injustice use to mobilize against the 




The Northeast participants all reported being a part of their local for years and so 
had quite a lot to say on how their relationships developed over time.  One participant 
mentioned that her relationships with those positioned above her had improved due to 
OE&I work, and that her relationship with the president of the local has been on good 
terms for a number of years.  A participant mentioned that in her many years at the local, 
people that she got close to have mostly moved on.  Another participant went into detail 
about how his relationship with himself has changed in his time at the local, saying that 
his perception of himself has not always been as positive as it could have been, and so he 
“lost focus”.  This is significant as relationships with other people can be sources of 
conflict, thus impeding workplace operations, but feelings about the self can very much 
bleed over into how individuals and groups perform in the workplace as well.     
I’ll say I put up a wall frequently.  I had to work through my own neuroses, my 
own kind of blocks, and be inclusive of people that I really do like.  I had been in 
a relationship, she [a woman in the local] had been in a relationship.  She let me 
in first and then I let her in.  And even referring to [a woman] that I tend to avoid.  
After she shared with me, I was able to share more with her and I have more of a 
perspective where she comes from.  So, I think I have made more of an effort, 
especially with the OE&I process to #1, let people in, and #2, share!  I have tried, 
and I think successfully been able to start building relationships with people I 
wasn’t necessarily building relationships with before.   
- Participant, Northeast  
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As this participant points out, relationships are a give and take; sometimes to 
connect with others, work has to be done internally to allow others to first connect with 
us.  Further, that is not something that is always easy, but easy to overlook.  The ICT 
phrase, “friendship potential” may be easily dismissed as something superfluous at first 
glance, but if the concept of “friendship” is unpacked, there are norms of reciprocity and 
long-term orientation embedded in this concept.  People are friends to each other, which 
is to say, it does not exist in a vacuum, it is not something that is one-sided.  This long-
term perspective allows “the full decategorization, salient categorization, and 
recategorization sequence to unfold, [thus] we can expect striking results. Such a revised 
perspective explains why extended intergroup contact often has more positive results than 
either the contact hypothesis or cognitive analyses predict (Pettigrew, 1998, p. 76).”  
The power of cross-group friendship to reduce prejudice and generalize to other 
outgroups demands a fifth condition for the contact hypothesis: The contact 
situation must provide the participants with the opportunity to become friends. 
Such opportunity implies close interaction that would make self-disclosure and 
other friendship-developing mechanisms possible. It also implies the potential for 
extensive and repeated contact in a variety of social contexts. 
(Pettigrew, 1998, p. 76) 
When asked about trust, the Northeast participants provided many examples supporting 
Pettigrew’s reformulation of Allport’s theory.   
If you are truthful, you're not a bullshitter, you're upfront about how you're feeling 
when you think about something, you're thoughtful about what you're saying to 
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someone.  What you're putting out is a positive thing.  I don't worry about the 
trust.  What I worry about is that you know if you ask me something, either I'm 
going to say to you, I don't know, let me go into the information for you or I do 
know you may not like what I'm going to say but this is the truth.  That 
automatically brings the level of respect back into the equation.    
- Participant, Northeast 
 [M]y experience would be that once you break through and find a common bond, 
you can then go on a journey that will turn into trust, ‘cause you’ll find common 
things and build relationships and either it’s a click and it’ll continue, or it’s not a 
click and you’ll just work better together. 
- Participant, Northeast 
I mean, my co-workers we all get along. Actually, I didn’t realize they had as 
much trust for me as they do! [Laughing] I just didn’t know that! My co-workers 
said “we think you’d be great to speak for us” and I’m like, “really?!” So, me and 
my co-workers, we get along pretty good!  
- Participant, Northeast 
Clearly, the participants are in different places as far as their perceptions of trust, but 
these varied responses display many of the points to be found along the trust spectrum.  
Respect can create trust and from trust, potential for friendship, or inclusion.  Once 
friendship potential exists, then there may be something of a cascade effect, but to 
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achieve that a certain security must be created and maintained.  That security lies in the 
knowledge that an individual can be depended on—that is, that one is trustworthy. 
 Participants were asked to describe what obstacles to solidarity exist within their 
local. 
I don't think there is any issue that we have to get over because that is the model. 
That is the union's model, solidarity.  The separation comes within the 
membership itself, that's where it takes us to make sure that we engaged in, 
training, teaching, explaining why what we do is beneficial to all.   
- Participant, Northeast 
Not everybody can be all about solidarity if they don’t understand what’s going 
on.  You can’t just be pigeonholed into, “this is right, here’s why, sign the card.”  
“And you signing this card means that we’re in solidarity about the same stuff.”  
We need to have very comprehensive training that incorporates this kind of skills 
building—not just for organizers to use but for organizers to also facilitate with 
their members.  Members have to be able to have these conversations—and not 
just have the conversations, but understand why they’re having a conversation, 
understand the need for having a conversation, to understand the reasoning for 
getting to know somebody, establishing a relationship, and then giving them 
information that actually means something to them.  And sometimes we’re in 
rapid fire, everything is go, go, go, “we need to do this right now,” that gets lost.   
- Participant, Northeast 
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As one participant notes, training and education is necessary to get union 
members on board with the goals of the union.  Given another participant’s understanding 
of the internal workings of the union from her extensive experience and different roles 
within the union, it is clear that training and education is something that both staff and 
members must undergo to create the alignment necessary for solidarity.  However, it does 
offer a view of how complex an undertaking that is, given that human beings only have 
so much time and attention to contribute to their professions, the union, and the lives that 
they ostensibly supporting through their employment in the first place.  These multiple 
roles and identities can be difficult to manage.  Complex as this picture is, one participant 
perceives yet another layer of complexity. 
Solidarity, oh boy.  There’s several issues. One that always stuck out like a sore 
thumb for me was class—status, in our union. We have RNs, we have CNAs, we 
have LPNs, we have a few doctors, and then we have service workers and 
homecare workers. This is a healthcare worker union. This is not an RN local! 
We are a healthcare workers’ local, we all work in the healthcare field and all of 
our jobs are just as important as the next. So, I would say that would be the one 
thing that I’d point out, is of class/status issues.  
- Participant, Northeast 
It seems like there’s more solidarity now that the [executive] that we have is the 
[executive] because he seems to be more relatable to most of the staff, so it seems 
like that brings more solidarity to us. We had a retreat last year in the summer. 
We all hung together—it seemed like a different feeling compared to before when 
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we had the other [executive] that we had. He’s more interactive with us. He was 
like one of us. It don’t really feel like “oh my goodness! [Executive] is coming! 
We better change the way we actin’ like we do” he just seems like one of us even 
though he’s the [executive]. 
- Participant, Northeast  
There's a lot of time that conflicts comes out of ourselves, we bring conflicts on 
ourselves.  Because the local is not about conflicts, the local is about solutions. 
We're going to give you a roadmap to say, "Here's how we're going to fix this." 
And this is the part of I think with the OE&I, I feel very, very positive about 
what's going to happen next because you can come up with recommendations, but 
once you've come up with those recommendations, you have to implement them, 
and you have to hold people accountable. You're not going to be nasty about it, 
but you want to “call that person in”, again, we're not calling you out, we're 
calling you in.  No, I tell you what, I'll bring you there and I'm going to let you 
figure out the answer because once you do that, that's like the “aha moment”.  I'm 
not going to catch the fish for you, you're going to do it yourself, I'll show you 
how to do it.    










 This research contributes to the literature by empirically investigating two discrete 
sites within an organization that is deeply committed to diversity, equity, and inclusion.  
This paper argues that a major impediment to diversity and inclusion work has been the 
perception of diversity, inclusion, AA, and EEO as zero-sum, with any and all benefits to 
disadvantaged groups resulting in the loss of benefits to the dominant group.  This 
perception, I argue, has been present from the public reception of the initial AA/EEO 
efforts.  That the Civil Rights movement is synonymous with African American struggle, 
is evidence of this perception.  This Black/White binary has constrained discussions of 
difference in the American context and perpetuated zero-sum thinking, as have the 
Discourse of Individualism, and White Fragility.  Therefore, if diversity and inclusion 
efforts are to succeed as effective practices for mitigating conflict or potential conflict, 
the zero-sum mentality of the Black/White binary must be abandoned in favor of 
“expanding the pie”.   
This paper further argues that leadership sets the tone for how conflict is handled 
within an organization.  For inclusion to take root, leadership must be inclusive and 
necessarily, power distance must be reduced to enable leader/follower collaboration and 










 In both locals, participants reported that OE&I has had an effect of their 
perceptions of workplace dynamics.  At each site, those dynamics were different.  The 
composition of their membership, staff, and leadership differ, as do the industries that are 
represented by the membership and staff.  However, there are many similarities, as each 
local is convened with the same superordinate goals in mind.  Creating solidarity is no 
easy task and is rife with opportunities (both realized and unrealized) for conflict.  The 
tools that participants have learned from OE&I efforts within their locals have been 
useful in empowering staff to engage with each other in ways that are reported to be 
productive.  This effect has been observed by participants in their leadership as well.   
 Overall, participants are optimistic about these changes and are eager to continue 
the OE&I work.  Participants feel that the tools and strategies that they have learned have 
worked to reduce prejudice and to some extent, feel that conflict can be used as 
opportunity to better understand one another.  What seems clear is that the union staff are 
composed of people who are passionate, proactive, and dedicated to the hard work of 
achieving economic and social justice for workers.  This passion, proactivity, and 
dedication are necessary for achieving both solidarity and inclusion, things which cannot 
be achieved once, but must be achieved and maintained continually.  In interviewing 
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these participants, I was struck by the excitement and even the joy that they expressed in 
discussing their experiences.  Initially, the interviews were planned to last around thirty 
minutes, but every one of the interviewees exceeded that expectation.  One participant 
spoke to me until his phone died and then immediately finished his thoughts with an e-
mail.  Another participant had planned to use the duration of one of the many long drives 
that are a part of his professional life to speak about his experiences and ended up sitting 
in the parking lot of his destination for an additional forty minutes to finish responding.   
 I am particularly struck by the participants’ enthusiasm in talking about their 
experiences with OE&I because they are all leaders within the union, though they may 
not be part of the leadership teams of their locals.  One participant reported that she was 
so excited by the way that tools from OE&I had affected her workplace relationships that 
she had started to use those tools in her personal life as well.  This is deeply encouraging, 
particularly as this participant also reported having made a close friend at work who is 
very different from herself because of their experiences with OE&I—an example of 
Pettigrew’s reformulation of ICT.   
 It must be noted that Northeast participants reported more optimism and more 
success with OE&I than the Midwest participants, but by all accounts, Northeast has been 
engaged in OE&I longer than Midwest has, suggesting that Midwest may experience 
similar positive effects as OE&I efforts continue.  For example, had the Midwest local 
been trained in such tools as “calling people in” it is possible to imagine that perhaps 
some of the conflicts detailed by those Midwest participants, might have gone very 
differently.  While the efficacy of diversity training may be in question as an intervention 
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practice, I argue that DM and OE&I practices can in fact be effective measures 
contributing to the mitigation of conflict in organizations, if they are woven into 
organizational cultures as everyday practices, used regularly in interpersonal and 
intergroup interactions, not only among peers, but among leaders and followers. 
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 
 The sample size of this study was very small.  Initially, the study was planned to 
include ten participants from each site, for a total of twenty participants.  Though a 
number of participants expressed interest in being interviewed, seven participants total 
actually sat for interviews.  Further, a union was chosen for this study due to its stated 
commitment to equity and inclusion.  As the union staff are composed primarily of 
organizers, who tend to be proactive, engaging, and communicative, it is unknown if 
similar result would be found in other organizations, even organizations similarly stating 
commitments to diversity, equity, and inclusion. 
 Directions for future research could include following up with this union to study 
how effective OE&I has been after being introduced union-wide.  One avenue of research 
could be similar studies set in different types of organizations, and to pair such qualitative 
research with quantitative measures.  Yet another avenue of research might be on how 
workers in workplaces that have implemented OE&I efforts deal with conflict in their 
personal lives, or in their communities.  For example, if in a given community, a 
significant sample of residents work in places that are committed to OE&I and have 
strong climates of inclusion, studies might be done on the “splash effect”, say within 
school districts, on crime rates, or on political division. 
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 In proposing this study, I believed that optimal distinctiveness theory would 
provide greater insight into organizational dynamics than proved to be the case.  This is 
perhaps the case because of the small sample size and the decentralized structure of the 
organization.  Further, as optimal distinctiveness theory predicts status mobility and the 
organization chosen for this study had relatively minimal power distance between levels, 
future research should investigate how conflict is handled in organizations committed to 



















 When conflict is handled in organizations that are committed to diversity and 
inclusion, it is sometimes not recognized as conflict at all.  When individuals have 
invested in their relationships and are equipped to have difficult conversations as part of 
their professional life, conflict can look as benign as “getting on the same page”.  Much 
of the productive handling of conflict supports the model of Nishii’s Climate for 
Inclusion, which is closely aligned with the components of Allport and subsequently, 
Pettigrew’s work on the conditions and processes of optimal intergroup contact.  Contact 
is central to the realization of Nishii’s work, as inclusion is necessarily oriented to the 
long-term, rather than the short, or immediate term.  This has some interesting 
implications; if organizations wish to avoid costly litigation and turnover, then it is in 
their best interest to seek the establishment of a climate for inclusion.  As equality in the 
situation is necessary for optimal intergroup contact, this discourages highly hierarchical 
and/or centralized decision making, as that is likely to result in organizational silence, 
which is a group-level phenomenon that is exclusive.  
 In both sites, it appears that even in the early stages of OE&I efforts, fairly 
implemented employment practices go a long way toward influencing feelings of 
inclusion and certainly exclusion.  This is especially true when status differences are 
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perceived to be arbitrary, as in who is allowed to organize in a particular hospital, who is 
heard in a given committee, or even who is given the opportunity to fill a different 
professional role within the local.  When these feelings of fairness go unaddressed, 
individuals can experience relative deprivation, which can lead to destructive conflict, 
lost productivity, and the formation of redundant structures within the organization.  
Things devolve to the point that people are not speaking to each other at all, and yet it 
seems that participants in both sites firmly believe that OE&I empowers them to deal 
with conflict productively.  It is also clear that participants perceive the role of leadership 
in being central to the fair implementation of employment practices. 
 The integration of differences is possible in an organization committed to 
diversity and inclusion, even if training is somewhat minimal—as I would consider four, 
2-day training sessions to be.  When care is taken to promote optimal intergroup contact, 
the whole self with all of its multiple identities has the potential to be engaged and the 
business case for diversity then has its best chance of being enacted.  If optimal group 
contact is achieved, it creates a positive feedback loop, which encourages those involved 
to repeat and deepen those types of interactions and to deal with conflict productively.  In 
such a scenario, compliance with EEO is a by-product—nearly an afterthought. 
Prior to conducting this research, I assumed that trust and solidarity were one and 
the same.  I was surprised to learn that though they are related, they are distinct.  The 
participants from Midwest helped me to understand that though trust is active, solidarity 
is proactive.  By that, I mean to say that trust is a binary; it is on or off, there or not there, 
broken or unbroken.  Solidarity seems more akin to inclusion, in that it is something that 
must be achieved again and again—it’s something that must be fed.  Another parallel that 
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strike me, is that as inclusion is what is done with diversity, solidarity is what is done 
with trust.  Further, just as fairness is a crucial component of inclusion, it is also crucial to 
solidarity.  In fact, inclusion is essential to solidarity, otherwise it’s mere lip service; a 
hoop to be jumped through in order to reap the benefits of union membership. 
Just as inclusion must be built by aligning processes and attitudes, so must 
solidarity.  Because the structure of the union is spread out across different industries, 
class lines, and income levels, not to mention geography and political ideology, solidarity 
cannot be approached with the expectation of conformity.  The strength of the union is 
that doctors stand with janitors, each fighting equally for economic and social justice.  
Because the product of the union is ostensibly, economic justice, rather than simply 
“better pay” solidarity, like inclusion, must be woven into the everyday lives of union 
members.  That is to say, that solidarity is a practice, not an intervention.  As such, 














Role(s) within Union Local#: 
Number of years as an active member of the board/of the staff?: 
Equity and Inclusion training received: 










SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW PROTOCOL SCRIPT 
 
 
I appreciate your willingness to participate in this interview.  I am interested in 
understanding the impact of equity and inclusion training in organizations that take equity 
and inclusion seriously.  Thank you for taking time to share your experiences with me.   
Topic domain: Perceptions of Organizational Dynamics 
Lead off question: I’d like to get a sense of what it’s like to be a part of your Local from 
your perspective.  Can you walk me through a typical day in your organization? 
Categories: Time spent within Local, interpersonal, group, and organizational dynamics, 
relationships with staff members and management/leadership, positive and negative 
experiences that have shaped relationships, the role of leadership, responsibilities, climate 
for equity and inclusion, things that could or should be changed. 
Possible follow up questions 
1. I’d like to know more about your relationships in the organization.  Are there 
individuals or groups of people that you get along with better than others?  Why? 
2. In your view, how has the leadership within your Local contributed to your sense 
of equity and inclusion? 
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3. What tensions (if any) do you see between staff in the organization?  Where do 
you feel those tensions come from? 
4. What relationships within your Local might be improved?  Why? 
Topic domain: Experiences with equity and inclusion training at the union 
Lead off question: I understand that as part of your participation in your Local that staff 
and board members receive equity and inclusion training.  Can you walk me through the 
training? What do you feel were the most valuable takeaways? 
Categories: Personal feelings of importance of equity and inclusion training, sense of 
belonging, perceptions of the effectiveness of Equity and Inclusion training, commitment 
to equity and inclusion, the role of leadership in supporting or not supporting equity and 
inclusion from those in leadership positions 
Possible follow up questions 
1. As a part of this Local, how have you been able to put your training into action? 
2. In your observation, how has the equity and inclusion training had an impact on 
how people work with one another? 
3. If you could change anything about the training that you have received in equity 
and inclusion so far, what might that be and why? 
4. In your view, have there been any negative reactions to the equity and inclusion 
training? If so, could you please tell me about them? 
Topic domain: Influence of Equity and Inclusion training on conflict 
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Lead off question: I’d like to hear more about how your relationships with other staff 
members have developed in your time at the Local.  In what ways have those connections 
evolved and why? 
Categories: Influence of Equity and Inclusion training on interpersonal, group, 
organizational conflict, personal feelings about difference, possible seeds of conflict 
within the Local, historical information on conflict and conflict styles within the 
organization, perceptions of the effectiveness of equity and inclusion training on conflict 
within the organization at the personal, group, and organizational levels, perceptions of 
individual, 
Possible follow up questions 
1. It’s often said that trust is the foundation of good relationships.  How might you 
describe your perceptions of trust in your experience with other people in your 
Local? 
2. I’ve noticed in some union materials that there is an emphasis on solidarity.  In 
your view, what obstacles are there to solidarity within your Local? 
3. If there are instances of conflict in your Local, could you give me an example of 
one and where you feel it comes from? 
4. If you have experienced conflict in your Local, what happened?  What has 











This e-mail is to inform staff of Union Local (insert Local #) that they may receive an e-
mail from Enrico Manalo, a graduate student at the University of Massachusetts Boston.  
This e-mail is not SPAM, but a research opportunity.  Enrico’s research is related to 
Organizational Equity and Inclusion (OE & I) training that has been done at the union.   
Participation is completely voluntary and is for the purpose of research only.  If you are 
interested in participating, please read the materials and follow the instructions in 
Enrico’s e-mail message and direct to him any questions that you might have about the 
study.  If you are selected for the study, about one hour of your time is requested.  As a 
participant you would be interviewed and recorded.  Any interview transcripts and/or 
recordings will be kept confidential and any information you give would be made 
anonymous in any written work.  Enrico can be reached at enrico.manalo001@umb.edu, 






SAMPLE RECRUITMENT SCRIPT 
 
 
Hello, my name is Rico Manalo.  I am a graduate student in the Conflict 
Resolution program at the University of Massachusetts (UMass) Boston.  I would like to 
invite you to participate in a research study on the influence of organizational equity and 
inclusion (OE&I) training within the union organization.  This study seeks to better 
understand how recipients of OE&I training use that training in their roles within the 
union, particularly as the union as an organization is committed to equity and inclusion as 
part of its mission.  You have been invited to participate due to your affiliation with the 
union as a staff or board member.   
If you agree to participate in this research study, I ask for about 60 minutes of 
your time so that I may interview you about your experiences within the union in regard 
to perspectives on the OE&I training that you have received.  I will record your responses 
digitally in order to accurately transcribe those responses. 
Participation in this research study is entirely voluntary and responses will only be 
used with your express agreement and consent.  If you would like to take part in this 
study, we can schedule a time for us to speak.  If you need to think about it, you can send 
me an e-mail or call me at a later time.  If you have any questions, or decide that you 
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would like to be part of the study, I can be reached at enrico.manalo001@umb.edu, or by 
cell at (603) 969-5882.  







You are invited to participate in a study on the union’s organizational equity and 
inclusion (OE&I) training and how that training is used in the day-to-day running of the 
union.  You were invited to participate because you have previously received OE&I 
training as a member of the staff or the board.  Please read this form and ask any 
questions that you may have before agreeing to participate in this study.   
Participation in this study is entirely voluntary and if you do agree to participate, you will 
be asked to sit for an interview.  Interviews may be done in person, by phone, or by 
Skype (or similar means).  The interview will last about 60 minutes and will be recorded 
digitally so that accurate transcriptions can be generated.  The interview will focus on 
your experiences at the union and the influence that your OE&I training has had on those 
experiences. What you choose to share is entirely up to you.  You do not have to answer 
any questions that you are uncomfortable answering.  You may choose to end the 
interview at any time.   
Your participation in this study is confidential.  Anything discussed in the course of the 
interview will not be presented in a way that could be used to identify you.  Access to 
interview recordings will be restricted to the principal investigator and possibly by a 
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transcriber.  In transcripts and any written work derived from the interviews, pseudonyms 
will be used for all participants.   
The risk of participation in this study is very small.  The primary risk might be the 
surfacing of negative feelings while discussing your experiences and perceptions of your 
training in OE&I and your experiences at the union.  Please feel free to let the interviewer 
know if any such feelings arise.  Once again, you may stop the interview at any time.   
By participating in this study, you will have a chance to reflect on your OE&I training 
and how it has influenced your experience at the union.  You will also have the 
opportunity to voice your opinions on the OE&I training and the union.   
If any questions come up about the study after your interview, you are invited to follow-
up with the interviewer, Rico Manalo at (603) 969-5882 or by e-mail at 
enrico.manalo001@umb.edu.  If there are questions and concerns about your rights as a 
participant in this research, please contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the 
University of Massachusetts Boston, which oversees research with human participants.  
The IRB may be reached at: IRB, Quinn Administration Building-2-080, University of 
Massachusetts Boston, 100 Morrissey Boulevard, Boston, MA 02125-3393. The IRB 















After reading the attached Information Sheet and asking any questions I might have in 
regard to the research study on the [union name] and Organizational Equity and Inclusion 
(OE&I), I agree to participate in the research study, fully understanding that my 
participation is entirely voluntary and that I may decide not to continue participating at 
any time. 
Further, I understand that as part of my participation I am agreeing to an interview of 
approximately 60 minutes and that the interview will be digitally recorded so that a 
faithful transcription may be made for the purposes of analysis.  I also understand that in 
any transcription and any derived written work, a pseudonym will be used and that any 










Anand, R., & Winters, M. F. (2008). A retrospective view of corporate diversity training 
from 1964 to the present. Academy of Management Learning and Education, 7(3), 
356–372. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMLE.2008.34251673 
Ashikali, T., & Groeneveld, S. (2015). Diversity Management in Public Organizations 
and Its Effect on Employees’ Affective Commitment. Review of Public Personnel 
Administration, 35(2), 146–168. https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X13511088 
Banks, J. A. (2004). Teaching for Social Justice, Diversity, and Citizenship in a Global 
World. The Educational Forum. 
Bass, B. M. (1990). From transactional to transformational leadership: Learning to share 
the vision. Organizational Dynamics, 18(3), 19–31. https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-
2616(90)90061-S 
Bauer, T., Epstein, G. S., & Gang, I. N. (2005). Enclaves, language, and the location 
choice of migrants. Journal of Population Economics, 18(4), 649–662. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-005-0009-z 
Beckhusen, J., Florax, R. J. G. M., & Poot, J. (2012). Living and Working in Ethnic 
Enclaves: Language Proficiency of Immigrants in U.S. Metropolitan Areas (No. 
6363). 
Berry, J. W. (1997). Immigration, Acculturation, and Adaptation. Applied Psychology: 
An International Review, 46(1), 5–34. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-
0597.1997.tb01087.x 
Bezrukova, K., Jehn, K. A., & Spell, C. S. (2012). Reviewing diversity training: Where 
we have been and where we should go. Academy of Management Learning and 
Education, 11(2), 207–227. https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2008.0090 
Boushey, H., & Glynn, S. J. (2012). There Are Significant Business Costs to Replacing 
Employees. Center for American Progress, 1–8. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004 
Braun, H. E. (2011). A Question of Comfort: Race, Whiteness, and the Creation of 
Diverse, Inclusive, and Engaged Learning Environments. Open Access Dissertation. 
University of Massachusetts Amherst. 





Brewer, M. B. (1991). The Social Self: On Being the Same and Different at the Same 
Time. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17(5), 475–482. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167291175001 
Brief, A. P., Butz, R. M., & Deitch, E. A. (2005). Organizations as reflections of their 
environments: The case of race composition. The Psychological Bases of 
Discrimination at Work, 1–46. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410611567 
Caprioli, M. (2005). Primed for violence: The role of gender inequality in predicting 
internal conflict. International Studies Quarterly, 49(2), 161–178. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0020-8833.2005.00340.x 
Carnegie, D. (1937). How to win friends and influence people. New York, NY: Simon & 
Schuster. 
Chavez, C. I., & Weisinger, J. Y. (2008). Beyond diversity training: a social infusion for 
cultural inclusion. Human Resource Management, 47(2), 331–350. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20215 
Cheryan, S., & Monin, B. (2005). “Where are you really from?”: Asian Americans and 
identity denial. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89(5), 717–730. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.5.717 
Chiswick, B. R., & Miller, P. W. (2005). Do Enclaves Matter in Immigrant Adjustment? 
City & Community, 4(1), 5–35. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1535-6841.2005.00101.x 
Cottrill, K., Denise Lopez, P., & C. Hoffman, C. (2014). How authentic leadership and 
inclusion benefit organizations. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An International 
Journal, 33(3), 275–292. https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-05-2012-0041 
Dani, A. A., & de Haan, A. (2008). Inclusive States. (A. A. Dani & A. de Haan, Eds.), 
Inclusive States: Social Policy and Structural Inequalities. WWashington D.C.: The 
World Bank. https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-6999-9 
Derven, M. (2014). Diversity and inclusion by design: best practices from six global 
companies. Industrial and Commercial Training, 46(2), 84–91. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/ICT-09-2013-0063 
Deutsch, M. (1969). Conflicts: Productive and Destructive. Journal of Social Issues, 
25(1), 7–41. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1969.tb02576.x 
Deutsch, M., Coleman, P. T., & Marcus, E. C. (Eds.). (2006). The Handbook of Conflict 
Resolution: Theory and Practice (2nd ed.). San Francisco, CA: John Wiley and 
Sons, Inc. 
DiAngelo, R. J. (2010). Why Can’t We All Just Be Individuals?: Countering the 
Discourse of Individualism in Anti-racist Education. InterActions: UCLA Journal of 





DiAngelo, R. J. (2011). White Fragility. International Journal of Critical Pedagogy, 3(3), 
54–70. https://doi.org/10.1177/0278364910382803 
Dobbin, F., & Kalev, A. (2016). Why Diversity Programs Fail. Harvard Business Review, 
94(7), 52–60. Retrieved from 
http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true
&db=bth&AN=116330233&site=ehost-live&scope=site 
Downey, S. N., van der Werff, L., Thomas, K. M., & Plaut, V. C. (2015). The role of 
diversity practices and inclusion in promoting trust and employee engagement. 
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 45(1), 35–44. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12273 
Ely, R. J., & Thomas, D. A. (2001). Cultural Diversity at Work: The Effects of Diversity 
Perspectives on Work Group Processes and Outcomes. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 46(2), 229–273. Retrieved from http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0001-
8392%28200106%2946%3A2%3C229%3ACDAWTE%3E2.0.CO%3B2-F 
Fenn, P., & Gameson, R. (Eds.). (1992). Construction Conflict Management and 
Resolution. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203474396 
Ferdman, B. M., & Brody, S. E. (1996). Models of diversity training. In D. Landis & R. 
S. Bhagat (Eds.), Handbook of intercultural training (2nd ed., pp. 282–303). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Ferdman, B. M., & Deane, B. R. (Eds.). (2014). Diversity at work: the practice of 
inclusion. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
Frankenberg, R. A. E. (1988). White women, race matters: The social construction of 
whiteness. University of California Santa Cruz. https://doi.org/800/521-0600 
Galtung, J. (1969). Violence, Peace, and Peace Research. Journal of Peace Research, 
6(3), 167–191. 
Gans, H. J. (1979). Symbolic ethnicity: The future of ethnic groups and cultures in 
America. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 2(1), 1–20. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.1979.9993248 
Gavey, N. (1989). Feminist Poststructuralism and Discourse Analysis: Contributions to 
Feminist Psychology. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 13(4), 459–475. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1989.tb01014.x 
Gelfand, M. J., Leslie, L. M., Keller, K., & de Dreu, C. (2012). Conflict Cultures in 
Organizations: How Leaders Shape Conflict Cultures and Their Organizational-
Level Consequences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(6), 1131–1147. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029993 
Ghorashi, H., & Sabelis, I. (2013). Juggling difference and sameness: Rethinking 
strategies for diversity in organizations. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 
29(1), 78–86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2012.11.002 
 122 
 
Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership: 
Development of leader-member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over 25 
years: Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. The Leadership Quarterly, 
6(2), 219–247. https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(95)90036-5 
Gregory, K. L. (1983). Native-View Paradigms: Multiple Cultures and Culture Conflicts 
in Organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 28(3), 359–376. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392247 
Gregory Stone, A., Russell, R. F., & Patterson, K. (2004). Transformational versus 
servant leadership: a difference in leader focus. Leadership & Organization 
Development Journal, 25(4), 349–361. https://doi.org/10.1108/01437730410538671 
Groeneveld, S. (2015). Explaining Diversity Management Outcomes: What Can Be 
Learned from Quantitative Survey Research? The Oxford Handbook of Diversity in 
Organizations, (November 2015), 281–297. 
Herring, C. (2009). Does Diversity Pay?: Race, Gender, and the Business Case for 
Diversity. American Sociological Review, 74(2), 208–224. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240907400203 
Ho, K. (2007). Structural violence as a human rights violation. Essex Human Rights 
Review, 4(2), 1–17. Retrieved from 
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&CSC=Y&NEWS=N&PAGE=fulltext&
D=psyc3&AN=2002-17740-014 
Hornsey, M. J., & Hogg, M. A. (2000). Assimilation and Diversity: An Integrative Model 
of Subgroup Relations. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 4(2), 143–156. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0402_03 
Jansen, W. S., Otten, S., & van der Zee, K. I. (2015). Being Part of Diversity: The Effects 
of an All-Inclusive Multicultural Diversity Approach on Majority Members’ 
Perceived Inclusion and Support for Organizational Diversity Efforts. Group 
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 18(6), 817–832. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214566892 
Jaworski, A., & Coupland, J. (2005). Othering in gossip: “you go out you have a laugh 
and you can pull yeah okay but like…”: Language in Society, 34(05), 667–694. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404505050256 
Jonsen, K., Tatli, A., Özbilgin, M. F., & Bell, M. P. (2013). The tragedy of the 
uncommons: Reframing workforce diversity. Human Relations, 66(2), 271–294. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726712466575 
Kalev, A., Dobbin, F., & Kelly, E. (2006). Best Practices or Best Guesses? Assessing the 
Efficacy of Corporate Affirmative Action and Diversity Policies. American 





Kearney, E., & Gebert, D. (2009). Managing diversity and enhancing team outcomes: 
The promise of transformational leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(1), 
77–89. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013077 
Kelly, E., & Dobbin, F. (1998). How Affirmative Action Became Diversity Management. 
American Behavioral Scientist, 41(7), 960–984. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764298041007008 
Kramer, M. R., & Hogue, C. R. (2009). Is segregation bad for your health? 
Epidemiologic Reviews, 31(1), 178–194. https://doi.org/10.1093/epirev/mxp001 
Legault, L., Gutsell, J. N., & Inzlicht, M. (2011). Ironic Effects of Antiprejudice 
Messages. Psychological Science, 22(12), 1472–1477. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611427918 
Leonardelli, G. J., Pickett, C. L., & Brewer, M. B. (2010). Optimal Distinctiveness 
Theory. A Framework for Social Identity, Social Cognition, and Intergroup 
Relations. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 43(C), 63–113. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(10)43002-6 
Maslow, A. H. (1943). A Theory of Human Motivation. Psychological Review, 50(4), 
370–396. 
Matias, C. E. (2014). “And Our Feelings Just Don’t Feel it Anymore”: Re-Feeling 
Whiteness, Resistance, and Emotionality. Understanding and Dismantling Privilege, 
IV(1), 134–153. https://doi.org/ISSN 2152-1875 
McIntosh, P. (1988). White privilege: Unpacking the invisible knapsack. Race, Class, 
and Gender in the United States: An Integrated Study, 4, 165–169. 
Meeussen, L., Otten, S., & Phalet, K. (2014). Managing diversity: How leaders’ 
multiculturalism and colorblindness affect work group functioning. Group 
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 17(5), 629–644. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214525809 
Menendez, R. (2014). 2014 Corporate Diversity Survey. 
Mor Barak, M. E. (2015). Inclusion is the Key to Diversity Management, but What is 
Inclusion? Human Service Organizations Management, Leadership and 
Governance, 39(2), 83–88. https://doi.org/10.1080/23303131.2015.1035599 
Nadler, A. (2004). Intergroup Conflict and its Reduction. A Social-Psychological 
Perspective. In R. Halabi (Ed.), Israeli and Palestinian Identities in Dialogue. The 







Nguyen, H. H., Messe, L. A., & Stollak, G. E. (1999). Toward a more complex 
understanding of acculturation and adustment: Cultural involvments and psychocial 
functioning in Vietnamese youth. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 30(1), 5–
31. Retrieved from 
http://journals.sagepub.com.ezproxy.lib.umb.edu/doi/pdf/10.1177/00220221990300
01001 
Nishii, L. H. (2013). The benefits of climate for inclusion for gender-diverse groups. 
Academy of Management Journal, 56(6), 1754–1774. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0823 
Norton, M. I., & Sommers, S. R. (2011). Whites See Racism as a Zero-Sum Game That 
They Are Now Losing. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(3), 215–218. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691611406922 
Ong Hing, B. (1993). Beyond the Rhetoric of Assimilation and Cultural Pluralism: 
Addressing the Tension of Separatism and Conflict in an Immigration-Driven 
Multiracial Society. California Law Review, 81(4), 863–925. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3480889 
Oswick, C., & Noon, M. (2014). Discourses of diversity, equality and inclusion: 
Trenchant formulations or transient fashions? British Journal of Management, 25(1), 
23–39. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2012.00830.x 
Oyserman, D., Coon, H. M., & Kemmelmeier, M. (2002). Rethinking individualism and 
collectivism: Evaluation of theoretical assumptions and meta-analyses. 
Psychological Bulletin, 128(1), 3–72. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.128.1.3 
Padilla, A. M., & Perez, W. (2003). Acculturation, Social Identity, and Social Cognition: 
A New Perspective. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 25(1), 35–55. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739986303251694 
Paluck, E. L. (2006). Diversity training and intergroup contact: A call to action research. 
Journal of Social Issues, 62(3), 577–595. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
4560.2006.00474.x 
Pelled, L. H., Ledford, G. E., & Mohrman, S. A. (1999). Demographic Dissimilarity and 
Workplace Inclusion. Journal of Management Studies, 36(7), 1013–1031. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00168 
Perea, J. F. (1997). The Black/White Binary Paradigm of Race: The “Normal Science” of 
American Racial Thought. California Law Review, 85(5), 1213–1258. 
https://doi.org/10.15779/Z38MF05 
Peretz, H., Levi, A., & Fried, Y. (2015). Organizational diversity programs across 
cultures: effects on absenteeism, turnover, performance and innovation. The 





Pettigrew, T. F. (1998). Intergroup Contact Theory. Annu. Rev. Psychol, 49, 65–85. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.65 
Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5), 751–783. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751 
Pettigrew, T. F., Tropp, L. R., Wagner, U., & Christ, O. (2011). Recent Advances in 
Intergroup Contact Theory. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 
35(May), 271–280. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2011.03.001 
Pew Research Center. (2016). Fissures Over Issues, Values and How Life Has Changed 
in the U. S. Retrieved from http://www.people-press.org/files/2016/03/3-31-16-
March-Political-release-1.pdf 
Pierce, J. L. (2003). “Racing for innocence”: Whiteness, corporate culture, and the 
backlash against affirmative action. Qualitative Sociology, 26(1), 53–70. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021404020349 
Pitsoe, V., & Letseka, M. (2013). Foucault’s Discourse and Power: Implications for 
Instructionist Classroom Management. Open Journal of Philosophy, 03(01), 23–28. 
https://doi.org/10.4236/ojpp.2013.31005 
Plaut, V. C., Garnett, F. G., Buffardi, L. E., & Sanchez-Burks, J. (2011). “What about 
me?” Perceptions of exclusion and Whites’ reactions to multiculturalism. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 101(2), 337–353. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022832 
Pruit, D. G., & Kim, S. H. (2004). Sources of Intergroup Conflict. In Social Conflict: 
Escalation, Stalemate, and Settlement (3rd ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill 
Education. 
Robinson, M., Pfeffer, C., & Buccigrossi, J. (2003). Business Case for Diversity with 
Inclusion. Business, 10–16. 
Roosevelt Thomas, R. (1990). From Affirmative Action to Affirming Diversity. Harvard 
Business Review, (March-April), 5–15. Retrieved from 
http://www.diversityresources.stlrbc.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/From-AA-to-
Affirming-Diversity.pdf 
Sabharwal, M. (2014). Is Diversity Management Sufficient? Organizational Inclusion to 
Further Performance. Public Personnel Management, 43(2), 197–217. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091026014522202 
Shore, L. M., Randel, A. E., Chung, B. G., Dean, M. A., Holcombe Ehrhart, K., & Singh, 
G. (2011). Inclusion and diversity in work groups: A review and model for future 





Son Holoien, D. (2013). Do Differences Make a Difference. Trustee Ad Hoc Committee 
on Diversity. 
Sorensen, N., Nagda, B. R. A., Gurin, P., & Maxwell, K. E. (2009). Taking a “Hands On” 
Approach to Diversity in Higher Education: A Critical-Dialogic Model for Effective 
Intergroup Interaction. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 9(1), 3–35. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2009.01193.x 
Stevens, F. G., Plaut, V. C., & Sanchez-Burks, J. (2008). Unlocking the Benefits of 
Diversity: All-Inclusive Multiculturalism and Positive Organizational Change. The 
Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 44(1), 116–133. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886308314460 
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The Social Identity Theory of Intergroup Behavior. In 
Psychology of Intergroup Relations (2nd ed., Vol. 2nd ed., pp. 7–24). Retrieved 
from http://psycnet.apa.org/psycinfo/2004-13697-016 
Tamayo, W. R. (1995). Asian American Law Journal When the Coloreds are Neither 
Black nor Citizens: The United States Civil Rights Movement and Global Migration. 
Asian American Law Journal, 2(1), 1–32. https://doi.org/10.15779/Z38CZ7B 
Wang, P., Rode, J. C., Shi, K., Luo, Z., & Chen, W. (2013). A Workgroup Climate 
Perspective on the Relationships Among Transformational Leadership, Workgroup 
Diversity, and Employee Creativity. Group & Organization Management, 38(3), 
334–360. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601113488163 
Whisnant, C. (2012). Foucault & Discourse: A Handout for HIS 389. Spartanburg, South 
Carolina. Retrieved from 
http://webs.wofford.edu/whisnantcj/his389/foucault_discourse.pdf 
Williams, D. R. (1999). Race, socioeconomic status, and health. The added effects of 
racism and discrimination. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 896, 173–
188. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.1999.tb08114.x 
Wu, F. H. (1995). Neither Black Nor White : Asian Americans and Affirmative Action. 
Boston College Third World Law Journal, 15, 225–284. Retrieved from 
http://repository.uchastings.edu/faculty_scholarship 
Wu, F. H. (2002). Yellow: Race in America beyond black and white (excerpt). Yellow: 
Race In America Beyond Black and White. Jackson: Basic Books. Retrieved from 
http://msrolfe.com/cms/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Frank-Wu-Excerpt-Diction-
Tone.pdf 
 
